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ABSTRACT 

Fulfilling a legislative mandate in 1984, Connecticut 
established mastery tests in mathematics and language arts 
(listening, reading, and writing skills) for grades 4, 6, and 8. 
Criterion-referenced t< sts were considered most appropriate for 
assessing achievement and determining individual remediation needs. 
The Grade 8 Mastery Test results for 1990 are provided. The Grade 8 
Mathematics Test assesses 36 specific objectives in conceptual 
understanding, computational sKills, problem solving/applications, 
and measurement/geometry. The ill-item language arts test covers 
reading/listening and writing/ study skills. Eighth-graders mastered 
an average of 25.7 of the 36 oljjectives in mathematics tested, up 
slightly from the previous year's figure of 25.3. Eighth-graders 
mastered an average of 8.4 of tha 11 objectives tested in language 
arts, up slightly from the previous year's figure of 8.0. Their 
writing and reading scores were equivalent to those of the preceding 
year. Procedures for scoring and equating scores for meaningful 
comparisons are discussed. Test results for 1986 through 1990 are 
summarized. Fourteen charts present student achievement data. 
Thirteen appendices present test construction practices, specific 
objectives, the remedial standard setting process and committees, an 
overview of holistic scoring and marker papers for holistic scoring, 
the analytic rating guide and marker papers for analytic scoring, 
sample mastery test score reports, fall 1990 state by district 
reports in mathematics and language arts, the percentage of students 
meeting the si-atewid« goal in each content area by district on the 
Connecticut Mc -ery Test, types of community classifications, 
education reff nee group descriptions, and student participation 
rates. (SLD) 
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LEGISUTIVE BACKGROUND 



In June lf/84, the General Assembly of the State of Connecticut amended Section 
10-14 m-r of the Connecticut General Statutes*, an act concerning Education 
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA). This law provides that: 

0 By May 1, 1985, each local or regional board of education shall have 
developed and submitted for State Board of Education approval, a new 
plan of educational evaluation and remedial assistance. Each plan 
had to address the following: 

o tne use of student assessment results for instructional 
Improvement; 

0 the identification of individual students in need of remedial 
assistance in language arts/reading and mathematics; 

0 the provision of remedial assistance to students with identified 
needs; and 

o the evaluation of the effectiveness of the instructional 
programs in language arts/reading and mathematics.. 

0 The State Board of Education shall administer an annual statewide 
mastery test in language arts/reading and mathematics to all fourth-, 
sixth- and eighth-grade students, with the following exceptions: 

o Special Education students who are excluded by a Planning and 
Placement Team (PPT) decision; 

0 students who have been enrolled in an "English as a Second 
Language" program for two years or less; or 

o students enrolled in a Bilingual Program (as defined In Section 
10-17e of the Connecticut General Statutes) for two years or 
less. 

0 Each student who scores below the statewide remedial standard on one 
or more parts of the eighth-grade mastery examination or the 
ninth-grade proficiency test shall be retested. These students shall 
be retested annually, using the eighth-grade mastery test, only in 
the deficient area(s) until such students score at or above the 
statewide remedial standard(s). 

0 Biennially, each local or regional board of education shall submit to 
the State Board of Education a report which includes indicators of 
student achievement and instructional improvement. 

0 On a regularly scheduled basis, the State Board of Education shall 
complete field assessments of the implementation of local EERA plans. 
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0 On an annual basis, test results and low Income data shall be used to 
determine the distribution of available state funds to support 
remedial Assistance programs. 



The purpose of this report Is to provide an overview and summary of the 
implementation of the elghth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test. The mastery test 
assesses how well each student Is performing on those skills identified by 
content experts and practicing educators as important for students entering 
eighth grade to have mastered. 
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FOREHORD 



The Connecticut Mastery Test is a critical element in Connecticut's agenda to 
attain educational equity and excellence. The testing program assesses 
essential skills in mathematics and language arts, Including listening, 
reading and writing, for grades four, six and eight students. Student 
achievement is measured and reported in relation to specific learning 
objectives that students reasonably can be expected to have mastered by the 
end of grades three, five and seven. 

The Connecticut Mastery Test provides valuable educational information which 
can be used to improve instruction and elevate the achievement of 
Connecticut's students. The test results are reported in a manner that 
identifies how well each student is succeeding in relation to clearly defined 
and meaningful standards. It is my hope that educators throughout the state 
use the results as a tool to gain a better understanding of the learning 
occurring in our classrooms and the ways to increase learning in the future. 

Connecticut is committed to an annual cycle of assessment in order to promote: 

0 the monitoring of individual student achievement; 

0 the evaluation of instructional program effectiveness; 

0 educational goal setting; and 

0 remedial assistance program improvement. 

I encourage you to carefully review the mastery test results provided at the 
student, classroom and district levels. The Department is prepared to assist 
local school districts in the areas of curriculum and professional development 
and test interpretation. 




OVERVIEW OF THE MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



In the spring uf 1984. the Connecticut General Assembly amended the Education 
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA) legislation to authorize the 
creation of mastery tests In the basic skill areas of mathematics and language 
arts. Including listening, reading and writing skills. The tests were to be 
established for grades four, six and eight. 

The goals of the mastery testing program are: 

0 earlier Identification of students needing remedial education; 

0 testing a more comprehensive range of academic skills; 

0 setting high expectations and standards for student achievement; 

0 more useful test achievement Information about students, schools and 
districts; 

0 Improved assessment of suitable equal educational opportunities; and 

0 continual monitoring of students In grades four, six and eight. 

The type of test that best addresses these goals Is a criterion-referenced 
test. Criterion-referenced tests are designed to assess the specific skill 
levels of students. Such tests usually cover relatively small units of 
content. Their scores have meaning In terms of what each student knows or can 
do. Test results are used to Identify the areas of strengths and weaknesses 
of each student. 



MASTERY TEST CONTENT 

The CMT Is designed to assess essential language arts/reading, writing and 
mathematics skills that can reasonably be expected to be mastered by most 
students by the end of the third, fifth and seventh grades. The specific 
skills to be tested within these content areas were Identified by committees 
of educators from throughout the state. In addition, surveys were sent to 
many teachers, administrators and parents to determine the appropriateness of 
these skills for the Mastery Test. A complete description of the procedures 
used In the development of the eighth-grade CMT can be found In Appendix A 
(p. 33). 

Mathematics 

The Mathematics Advisory Committee recommended a grade eight mathematics test 
that assessed thirty-six (36) specific objectives In four domains: (1) 
Conceptual Understanding; (2) Computational Skills; (3) Problem 
Solving/Applications; and (4) Measurement/Geometry. There are four test Items 
per objective for a total of 144 Items on the mathematics test. A detailed 
list of domains and objectives 1s given in Appendix B (p. 37). 
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Language Arts 



The Language Arts Advisory Committee recommended a Ill-item grade eight 
language arts test that covers two domains: Reading/Listening and 
Writing/Study Skills. Eleven (11) objectives were recommended by the 
Language Arts Advisory Committee. 

The general content area of Reading/Listening consisted of narrative, 
expository and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring a 
student's ability in: (1) Literal Comprehension; (2) Inferential 
Comprehension; and (3) Evaluative Comprehension. Audiotapes were used to 
assess students' listening comprehension ability in: (1) Literal Comprehension 
and (2) Inferential and Evaluative Comprehension. The Degrees of Reading 
Power (DRP) test was also used to assess reading. The DRP test included 
eleven (11) passages and seventy-seven (77) test iUms. It was designed to 
measure a student's ability to understand nonfiction English prose at 
different levels of reading difficulty. 

The general content area of Writing/Study Skills consisted of three 
components. First, there was a writing sample for direct, holistic assessment 
of student writing. Each student was asked to write a composition on a 
designated topic. Writing was then judged on a student's demonstrated ability 
to convey information in a coherent and organized fashion. Second, the 
mechanics of good writing, which was defined as (1) Capitalization and 
Punctuation, (2) Spelling, (3) Agreement and (4) Tone, we: e assessed in a 
multiple-choice format. Third, Study Skills were assessed ihrough Locating 
Information and Note-taking/Outl ining. Locating Information (Schedules, Maps, 
Index and Reference Use), measured a student'', ability to find and use 
information from the sources listed. Note-taking and Outlining tested a 
student's ability to take notes and report information as well as complete 
missing outline information. A detailed list with objectives and number of 
items per objective is given in Appendix C (p. 41). 



FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 

The Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE), in conjunction with 
content consultants and various CMT advisory committees, has begun the 
development of the second generation of the CMT. The current CMT is under 
review to determine which skills are appropriate for inclusion on the new 
test. In addition, new content areas and other forms of assessment technique:; 
(e.g., performance assessment and short-answer questions) are being 
considertd. It is anticipated that the second generation CMT will be 
administered for the first time statewide in the fall of 1993. Items for this 
set of exams will initially be piloted in the fall of 1991 followed by a 
second pilot in the fall of 1992. 



SETTING MASTERY STANDARDS BY OBJECTIVE 

The essence of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) 1s the establishment of a 
specific mastery standard against which each student's knowledge and competency 
on each objective can be compared. The mastery test Incorporates appropriate and 
challenging expectations for Connecticut public school students. The goal of the 
CMT Program Is for each student to achieve mastery of ?11 objectives. The 
objectives being tested were Identified as appropriate and reasonable for 
students at each of the grades tested. These tests are designed to measure a 
student's performance on these specific objectives. 

The process of establishing the mastery standards by objective used a statistical 
method that required two decisions to be utilized. The first decision defined a 
student who mastered a particular skill as one who had a 95% chance of correctly 
answering each item within the objective. The second decision was that the 
specific standard for each objective would Identify 991 of the students who 
mastered the skill. By applying the two decision rules stated above to a 
binomial distribution table, mastery standards were established for the 36 
mathematics objectives and the 11 language arts objectives. 

The mastery standards are as follows: 

0 In mathematics, for each of the 36 objectives, a student must answer 
correctly at least 3 out of 4 items. 

0 In language arts, for the 11 multiple-choice objectives with varying 
numbers of items, a student must answer correctly the following numbers 



of items: 



WRITING MECHANICS 



ITEMS CORRECT 
FOR MASTERY 



(1) Capitalization & Punctuation 9 out of 12 

(2) Spelling 6 out of 8 

(3) Agreement 11 out of 15 

(4) Tone 3 out of 4 

STUDY SKILLS 

(5) Locating Information 9 out of 12 

(6) Note-taking and Outlining 3 out of 4 

LISTENING COMPREHENSION 

(7) Literal 3 out of 4 

(8) Inferential and Evaluative 12 out of 16 

READING COMPREHENSION 

(9) Literal 6 out of 8 

(10) Inferential 10 out of 14 

(11) Evaluative 10 out of 14 

No mastery standards were set for the two holistic language arts measures, 
neither the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test nor the Writing Sample, since 
these measures are not composed of objectives on which mastery could be assessed. 
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SETTING REMEDIAL (GRANT) STANDARDS 



In addition to mastery standards, Section 10-14 m-r of the Connecticut General 
Statutes requires that the Connecticut State Board of Education establish 
statewide standards for remedial assistance in order to meet two 
responslbl 1 Itles : 

0 to identify and monitor the progress of students in need of remedial 
assistance in language arts/reading and mathematics as part of the 
EERA field assessments; and 

0 to distribute EERA funds based on the number of needy students 

statewide, as well as for use in the Chapter 2 and Priority School 
District Grants. 

Students who score below the remedial standard(s) are eligible for services 
provided for in EERA legislation. Remedial standards were established by the 
State Board of Education acting on the recommendations of committees that 
represented Connecticut citizens and educators. The standard-setting 
committees recommended the following remedial standards: 

1. In mathematics, a student who answers fewer than 78 of the 144 items 
(54%) correctly is required to receive further diagnosis by the local 
school district and, if necessary, to be provided with remedial 

assi stance. 

2. In reading, a student whose Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) unit score 
is lower than 55 is required to receive further diagnosis and, if 
necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance. 

3. In writing, a student receiving a total holistic score less than 4 is 
required to receive further diagnosis by the local school district 
and, if necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance. 



The mastery and remedial standards were established by the State Board of 
Education on June 4, 1986. For a detailed explanation of the remedial 
standard-setting process, see Appendix D (p. 43). 



STATEWIDE ACHIEVEMENT GOALS 

In addition to mastery and remedial standards, statewide achievement goals 
have been established in the content areas of mathematics, reading (DRP) and 
writing. These goals represent high expectations and high levels of 
achievement for Connecticut public school students. 

The achievement goals are as follows: 

0 In mathematics, all students must master 31 of 36 objectives tested. 

0 In reading, a student must score a Degree of Reading Power (DRP) unit 
score of 62 with 80% comprehension. 

0 In writing, a student must score a total holistic score of 7 on a 
scale of 2 to 8. 
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STUDENT GROWTH OVER TIME 



The Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) program is designed to provide 
criterion-referenced information about the level of student mastery of 
objectives in grades four, six and eight. However, the basic scores reported 
for the mastery tests do not provide a system for evaluating achievement 
growth from grade four to grade six to grade eight. This is so because 
mastery decisions are based on student performance (mastery/non-mastery) on 
objectives that are unique to grade level. Mastery of objectives cannot be 
compared directly across grade levels and tests because of the differences in 
the number of objectives, curriculum content and levels of difficulty. In 
order to make valid interpretations across grade levels, the mastery test 
performance must first be linked using a procedure called vertical equating. 

Purpose of Vertical Equating 

Vertical equating is a psychometric technique for comparing tests at all 
ability levels. This is accomplished by putting them on a new scale which is 
common to the tests. Vertical equating is based on two assumptions. The 
first is that learning is continuous. The second is that instruction in each 
area is related to increased achievement in that area. These assumptions 
enable test developers to create a scale score that covers a wide range of 
content over several grades. The type of equating that leads to the 
development of these "growth scales" is known as vertical equating. The 
development of growth scales is a common practice and has been used 
successfully in the development of a variety of achievement test batteries. 
The purpose of vertical equating is to provide one scale score system which 
can be used to compare performance across multiple grade levels. This score 
system enables test users to interpret test score information over time 
without altering the basic nature of the testing program. This achievement 
growth can be monitored over time on the basis of student performance on the 
CMT across grades. 



Development of Vertical Scales 



In order to develop a vertical scale, performance on the grade four, grade six 
and grade e ght mastery tests was statistically linked. This was accomplished 
during the 1987 administration of the CMT using representative statewide 
samples of approximately 5,000 sixth-grade students and approximately 7,000 
eighth-grade students. Each group of students at grade six and grade eight 
was administered the appropriate on-grade level test form of the CMT alonq 
with one below-grade level section of the CMT. Specifically, each group of 
eighth-grade students took the grade eight test as usual and a part of the 
grade s x test. Likewise, each sixth-grade group took the grade six test as 
usual a ong with a section of the grade four test. Each sample of students 
took only one below-level section of the CMT involving approximately one hour 
of additional testing time. Performance on the below-level items was not 
counted toward the CMT scores of individual students. For each of these 
linking samples, item difficulty estimates were obtained for the on-grade and 
below-grade level items by analyzing all items together as one test. Once 
IHT, ,?? **^! o"-9rade and below-grade level tests were linked, item 

^1 I ^ JI" ^"J? ^^^^ °^ ^^^6 adjusted to a common metric to 

produce the vertical scale. 



Vertical scales were established in the content areas of mathematics and the 
reAding comprehension section of the language arts test. For each grade and 
content area, every correct score corresponds to a specific value on a common 
score scale (vertical scale). Each of the vertical scales was constructed so 
that each scale score point represents the same theoretical achievement level 
whether derived from a score on the grade four test, a score on the grade six 
test, or a score on the grade eight test. This allows valid interpretal ns 
of growth across time using tests differing in content, length and Item 
difficulty. All Items on the mathematics and reading comprehension tests were 
used In the development of the vertical scales. The writing and language arts 
tests were not scaled because of the nature of these assessment processes. 
The Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test employs DRP unit scores which are 
already on a common scale across grades, obviating the need for any other 
development. (For more information see Congero, W.J., 1989, The Development 
of Vertical Scales to Enhance the Evaluation of Assessment Data. Paper 
presented at the annual conference of the National Council of Measurement in 
Education, San Francisco, CA. This paper is available through the Student 
Assessment and Testing Unit of the Bureau of Evaluation and Student 
Assessment.) 

Scaled scores can be used to measure growth over time because CMT scores from 
all three grade levels have been placed on a common scale. These scales 
provide a means of monitoring students' academic progress from grade to 
grade. Before the scales were developed, it was difficult to assess the 
performance of groups of test takers as they moved from grade to grade because 
of differences in test length, curriculum content covered and levels of 
difficulty on the fourth-, sixth- and eighth-grade tests. 

Since students who took the fourth-grade test in 1987 subsequently took the 
sixth-grade test in 1989, change in test performance can be assessed across 
two years' time. Similarly, change in performance can be assessed for 1990 
sixth graders who took the grade four test in 1988. A summary of the overall 
growth in performance for these two groups of students in the content areas of 
mathematic. .'*nd reading comprehension can be found In the 1990-91 Grade 6 
Summary and Interpretations Manual. Students who took the fourth-grade tests 
In 1985 subsequently took the sixth-grade test in 1987 and the eighth-grade 
test in 1989. Similarlv, students '^ho took the fourth-grade test In 1986 
subsequently took the sixth-grade i st in 1988 and the eighth-grade test In 
1990. A summary of the overall growth in performance for these groups of 
students in the content areas of mathematics and reading comprehension can be 
found in the 1990-91 Grade 8 Summary and Interpretations Manual. 



NORMATIVE INFORMATION 

The CMT program is designed to provide detailed information about fourth-, 
sixth- and eighth-grade students' mastery of specific skills and objectives. 
The provision of ncitional norms with CMT results is intended to enhance the 
usefulness and flexibility of mastery test information by offering a bridge to 
conventional norm-referenced testing programs. The decision to provide 
normative information with the CMT does not change the essential purposes of 
our criterion-referenced testing program. The CMT will continue to be used 
for diagnostic and other instructional purposes with results reported at the 
student, classroom, school, district and state levels. 
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In particular, national norms provide greater: 



0 Test Economy. By providing national norms with CMT results, school 
districts can eliminate their standardized testing programs at these 
grades, thus saving money and undue testing time while retaining 
normative data. 

0 Test Efficiency. Federal compensatory programs require the 

systematic testing of students using instruments that can provide 
normative information. Because norms are provided with the CMT, 
school districts will not have to "double test" compensatory program 
students. This service allows for increased instructional time for 
these students. 

0 Test Interpretability. Criterion-referenced test (CRT) programs 

may be criticized because the public has diffUulty interpreting CRT 
performance. National norms will assist in the interpretation of CMT 
performance by providing a traditional benchmark with which the 
public is familiar. 

Development of Norms 

In order to provide estimated national norm-referenced data based on CMT 
performance, items on the CMT were statistically linked to items on a 
nationally norm-referenced test (NRT). Content-appropriate items from a 
nationally normed host test were included on the CMT to provide a common 
referent to both tests. Test equating procedures were then used to link CMT 
items with the normed test by placing all the items on a common scale. With 
this linkage in place, estimates of how the performance of Connecticut 
students compares to a national sample could be made. The NRT used to 
accomplish this task was the sixth edition of the Metropolitan Achievement 
Test (MAT-6), normed in 1986. The equating of the CMT to the MAT-6 enabled 
cjroup summary scores on the CMT to be interpreted relative to the MAT-6 
nationally representative normative data. 

The CMT was initi?,lly equated to the MAT-6 during the pilot testing phase to 
investigate the relationship of the test content and material between the two 
tests and the differential nature of the items included on the CMT and MAT-6. 
In addition, these preliminary data provided a benchmark by which the 
stability of the link could be monitored over time. The stability issue is 
monitored each year by readmini stering MAT-6 items during CMT administrations 
using representative statewide samples. The comparison of these data with 
prior information provides the information necessary to identify the 
instructional effects on student performance over time and to update the 
CMT/MAT-6 link as appropriate. This monitoring and updating ensures the 
continued accuracy of the normative estimates. 



RESEARCH OPTIONS PROGRAM 

The Research Options Program is a free service provided by the Connecticut 
State Department of Education (CSDE) to help educators and educational 
policymakers gain access to the extensive information available from the 
Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT). Participation in the Research Options Pro^ 
IS completely voluntary. 



The Research Options Program allows educators and educational policymakers 
(I.e., superintendents, principals, researchers, evaluators and school board 
members) to benefit from customized research Investigations designed to suit 
their individual needs or questions. Many school districts have taken 
advantage of the Research Options Program in previous years to successfully 
address special local concerns. 

The Research Options Program provides a number of ways of examining student 
achievement, as measured by the CMT, For example, one method is to compare 
aggregated student test scores obtained from the CMT in two or more categories 
of interest. Categories might include males and females, special program 
students compared to non-speclal program students, or any other comparison. 
These reports Include tables that show the proportion of students mastering 
each objective, average number of objectives mastered and the achievement 
indicators for students on each component of the test under consideration. 
These breakdowns allow district personnel to directly compare the performance 
of specific groups of students. In addit'.on, 'graphics are provided, as 
appropriate, with each report. Graphs help simpilify the task of interpreting 
data and convey information in- a compact visual format. 

The Research Options component of the CMT has grown a great deal since the 
first study was performed on the Connecticut Basic Skills Proficiency Test 
almost a decade ago. This year, test directors and evaluators in 28 districts 
took advantage of this valuable resource to address questions of local 
interest. In addition, statewide programs such as Bilingual Evaluation, 
Chapter I and School Effectiveness ^l;iave used the research options to obtain 
useful Information for participants* in ever 100 districts. [For more 
information see Mooney, R.F., 1989, The Connecticut Mastery Test Research 
Options Program: The Application of State Criterion-Referenced Test Reports 
for Local Research Needs. Paper presp.nted at the annual conference of the 
National Council of Measurement in Education, San Francisco, CA. See also the 
Research Options Handbook (1988) provided by the Connecticut State Department 
of Education. (These references ere available through the Student Assessment 
and Testing Unit of the Bureau of Evaluation and Assessment.)] 



TEST ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING 

The regular administration of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) for 1990 was 
conducted using Form D during a three-week period commencing on September 24, 
1990. Test sessions were conducted by local school district staff under the 
supervision of local test coordinators who had been trained by staff of the 
Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) and The Psychological 
Corporation (TPC). A student who took all subtests participated in 
approximately eight hours of testing. 

The Grade 8 Connecticut Mastery Test had eight testing sessions. 

Mathematics I (60 minutes) 
Mathematics II (60 minutes) 
Mathematics HI (60 minutes) 
Writing Sample (45 minutes) 
Degrees of Reading Power (70 minutes) 
Reading Comprehension (60 minutes) 
Listening Comprehension (45 minutes) 
- Writing Mechanics/Study Skills (60 minutes) 
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At the conclusion of the make-up testing period, answer booklets were returned 
to TPC in San Antonio, Texas for optical scanning and scoring, and then 
organized in preparation for holistic scoring workshops. 

Scoring of the Language Arts and Mathematics Tests 

The mathematics and language arts multiple-choice tests were machine-scored by 
TPC. Mathematics scores were reported for the total test as well as for 
mastery by each objective. Language arts scores were reported for mastery of 
each objective only. 



Scoring of the Writing Sample 

Every writing sample was scored by Connecticut educators using a technique 
known as the holistic scoring method. Holistic scoring is an impressionistic 
and quick scoring process that rates written products on the basis of their 
Qvgrall quality. It relies upon the scorers' trained understanding of the 
general features that determine distinct levels of achievement on a scale 
appropriate to the group of writing pieces being evaluated. All participants 
received on-site training and were required to demonstrate a clear 
understanding of the scoring criteria prior to actually scoring student 
essays. Each paper receives a final score between 2 and 8, where 2 represents 
a poor paper and 8 represents a superior paper. A thorough description of the 
training and scoring process, including sample papers representing different 
holistic scores, is presented in Appendix E (p. 49). 



Analytic Scoring 

All papers receiving holistic scores at or below the remedial standard of 4 
also received analytic scoring in four categories (traits): focus, 
organization, support/elaboration and conventions, .nalytic scoring is a 
thorough, trait-by-trait analysis of those components of a writing sample that 
are considered Important to any piece of writing in any context. This scoring 
procedure can provide a comprehensive picture of a student's writing 
performance if enough traits are analyzed. It can identify those traits that 
make a piece of writing effective or ineffective. However, the traits need to 

e raters understand and agree upon the 
basis for making judgments about the writing sample. The analytic rating 
guide and sample marker papers for the analytic scoring are presented in 
Appendix F (p. 61). 



Scoring of the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) Test 

The DRP multiple-choice test was machine-scored by TPC. The scores reported 
are In DRP units. These scores identify the difficulty or readability level 
Srj'^°^?4.*^* ^ student can coaiprehend. This makes it possible to match the 
difficu ty of written materials with student ability. These scores can be 
better Interpreted by referring to the readability levels of some general 
reading materials as shown below: ycne.ai 

0 Elementary textbooks (grades 7 through 9) - 54-65 DRP Units 
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0 Personality Section - teen magazines - 55 DRP Units 

0 Adult General Interest Magazines - fiction - 60 DRP Units 

A much more extensive list of reading materials Is contained and rated In the 
ppariahintv Report s Seventh Edition, published by The College Board. 

The conversion between DRP unit scores and raw scores can be made from the 
tabled values obtainable through the Student Assessment and Testing Umt of 
the Bureau of Evaluation and Student Assessment. 



SCHOOL DISTRICT TEST RESULTS REPORTING 

The CMT school district reports are designed to provide useful and comprehensive 
test achievement Information about districts, schools and students. Four standard 
test reports are generated to assist superintendents, principals, teachers, 
parents and students to understand and use criterion-referenced test results. 
Appendix G (p. 67) presents samples of the district, school, class and 
parent/student diagnostic score reports. 



FALL 1990 STATEWIDE TEST RESULTS 

The Grade 8 Connecticut Mastery Test provides a comprehensive evaluation of 
student performance on specific skills that Connecticut educators feel are 
Important at the beginning of eighth grade. The mastery test's greatest 
Instructional utility lies In Its Identification of areas of student weakness and 
strength. These results profile the statewide results. Each school district also 
receives a full complement of reports that Identify patterns of academic strength 
and weakness at the district, school, classroom and Individual student levels. 

Chart 1 (p. 12) gives a statewide summary of the average number of objectives 
mastered (mathematics and language arts), average writing and reading scores, the 
number of students scored, the number of students scoring at or above the remedial 
standard (where applicable) and the percent of students scoring at or above the 
remedial standard (where applicable). 
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The following are highlights of the 1990 Grade 8 CMT results: 
MATHEMATICS 

0 Eighth graders mastered an average of 25.7 of the 36 objectives tested, 
up slightly from last year's figure of 25.3. 

0 A total of 87.8% of the students scored at or above the remedial 
standard, equaling last year's figure of 87.8%. 

0 A total of 37% of the students scored at or above the mathematics goal, 
an increase from last year's figure of 34%. 

LANGUAGE ARTS 

0 Eighth graders mastered an average of 8.4 o? the 11 objectives tested, 
up slightly from last year's figure of 8.0. 

WRITING 

0 Eighth graders averaged 5.5 on a scale of 2 to 8, the same as .the 
previous year. 

0 A total of 93.2% of the students scored at or above the remedial 
standard, up from last year's figure of 91.7%. 

0 A total of 27% of the students scored at or above the writing goal 
representing no change from last year's figure of 27%. 

READING 

0 Eighth graders averaged 63 units on the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) 
test, equaling last year's figure. 

0 A total of 79.7% of the students scored at or above the remedial 
standard, down slightly from last year's figure of 79.8%. 

0 A total of 62% of the students scored at or above the reading goal 
representing no change from last year's figure of 62%. 
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CHART 1 

1990 CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS 
GRADE 8 STATEWIDE SUMMARY 



AVERAGE 

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE 

OBJECTIVES STUDENTS REMEDIAL STANDARD* 

SUBJECT MASTERED SCORED NUMBER PERCENT 

MATHEMATICS 25.7 30.285 26.601 87.8% 

LANGUAGE ARTS 8.4 29.898 



AVERAGE 
HOLISTIC SCORE 

WRITING SAMPLE 5.5 30.261 28.193 93.2% 



AVERAGE DRP 
UNIT SCORE 

READING 63 30.403 24.240 79.7% 



* MATHEMATICS REMEDIAL STANDARD = 78 ITEMS CORRECT 
WRITING REMEDIAL STANDARD = 4 

READING REMEDIAL STANDARD = 55 DRP UNITS 



Mathematics 



In mathematics, eighth graders mastered an average of 25.7 objectives, or 
71.4%. of the 36 objectives tested. While the state's goal Is that all 
students master every objective, an interim goal of 31 of the 36 objectives has 
been established which represents a high level of mathematics achievement. 
Chart 2 (p. 15) Illustrates that, statewide, students demonstrated strength 
(8j% or more students achieving mastery) in the conceptual understanding 
objectives of rounding whole numbers; identifying points on number lines, 
scales and grids; computational skills objectives involving addition, 
subtraction, multiplication and division of whole numbers and decimals; and 
using a calculator to add, subtract, multiply and divide. However, students 
did not perform as effectively (fewer than 50% of the students achieving 
mastery) on objectives that require higher-level thinking— that is, solving 
problems involving measurement, measuring and determining perimeters and areas 
and making measurement conversions within systems. Students also performed 
poorly on some computational , ski 1 Is, such as multiplying fractions and mixed 
numbers . 

Chart 3 (p. 16) illustrates the percent of students, statewide, achieving 
mastery on selected numbers of objectives. This chart indicates that the 
percent of students mastering fewer than 31 objectives has generally declined 
from 1986 to 1990. Furthermore, during that same time period, the percent of 
students mastering at least 31 objectives has increased from 27% in 1986 to 37% 
in 1990. 

Students getting fewer than 78 questions correct on the 144-questlon 
mathematics section (12.2%) were identified as needing further diagnosis and 
possible remedial Instruction. 

There continues to be a consistent pattern throughout the mathematics subtests 
of student strengths in primarily computational skills and easy one-step 
routine applications. These strengths are offset by an equally clear pattern 
of student weaknesses on higher order objectives involving more than routine 
conceptual understanding or simple application of skill. For example, students 
are cons stently strong in their ability to recall number facts and compute 
with whole numbers. However, there is consistent weakness in relating numbers 
to pictures, working with fractions, making estimates and solving 2-steD or 
non-routine problems. 

Language Arts 

Ir. language arts, eighth-grade students averaged 8.4 objectives, or 76.4%, of 
the 11 objectives tested. The state's goal is that all students master every 
objective. Chart 4 (p. 17) Illustrates that students did reasonably well on 
writing mechanics and literal reading comprehension. However, weaknesses were 
found In the higher order objectives of inferential and evaluative readinq 
comprehension and in listening comprehension. These results Indicate that 
students need to learn more effective comprehension strategies while 
simultaneously being exposed to a wide variety of reading selections. 
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In writing, eighth-grade students averaged 5.5 points on a scale of 2 through 
8. The state's goal is that all students be able to produce an organized, 
well-supported piece of writing, that is, a holistic score of 7 or 8. Chart 5 
(p. 18) Illustrates th-t 27% of the students produced an organized, 
well-supported piece of writing (scores of 7 or 8), and an additional 47% 
produced a paper which is generally well organized (scores of 5 or 6). A 
total of 20% of the students scored a 4, which indicates minimally proficient 
writing, while the remaining 7% scored below the remedial standard (scores of 
2 or 3). 

In reading (Degrees of Reading Power test), eighth-grade students averaged 63 
units on a scale of 15 through 99. The state's goal is that all students be 
able to read with high comprehension those materials typically used at the 
eighth grade or above; that is, at least 62 on the DRP unit scale. Chart 6 
(p. 19) Illustrates that 62% of the students scored at least 62 on the DRP 
score scale, 17% scored between 55 and 61 and 20% scored below the remedial 
standard of 55. The average score of 63 suggests that the typical Connecticut 
eighth grader can read and comprehend materials normally usod up to grade 
eight. To Improve reading performance, more emphasis needs to be placed on 
reading nonfiction materials during the primary and intermediate grades. 



o 
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CHART 2 

MATHEMATICS: PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY FOR EACH OBJECTIVE 



CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 

1. ORDER FRACTIONS 

2. ORDER DECIMALS 

3 ROUND WHOLE NUMBERS 

4. ROUND DECIMALS TO NEAREST 1, .1, .01 

5. MULT/DIV WHOLE #'S & DECIMALS BY 10. 100, 1000 

6. ID FRACTIONS. DECIMALS, PERCENTS FROM PICTURES 

7. CONVERT FRACTIONS TO DECIMALS & VICE VERSA 

8. CONVERT FRACT/DECIMALS TO PERCENTS & VICE VERSA 

9. IDENTIFY POINTS ON NUMBER LINES. SCALES, GRIDS 

10. IDENTIFY RATIOS AND FRACTIONAL PARTS FROM DATA 

11. IDAPPROP PROCEDURE FOR ESTiN/ATING FRACT/DEC 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 

12. ADD AND SUBTRACT WHOLE NUMBERS < 1 0,000 

13. MULT/DIVIDE 2- & 3-DIGIT#'S BY 1- & 2-DIGIT#'S 

14. ADD AND SUBTRACT DECIMALS IN HORIZONTAL FORM 

15. ID CORRECT DECIMAL POINT IN MULT/DIV OF DECIMALS 

16. ADD/SUBTRACT FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 

17. MULTIPLY FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 
18 DETERMINE PERCENT OF A NUMBER 

19. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFS OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 

20. ESTIMATE PROD/QUOT OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 

21. EST FRACTIONAL PARTS/PERCENTS OF WHOLE #'S & $ 

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS 

22. ADD/SUBT/MULT/DIV WITH A CALCULATOR 

23. INTERPRET GRAPHS, TABLES. AND CHARTS 

24. SOLVE 1- & 2-STEP PROBS-WHOLE #'S/DEC/AVERAGES 

25. SOLVE 1- AND 2-STEP PROBLEMS-FRACTIONS 

26. SOLVE PROBLEMS INVOLVING MEASUREMENT 

27. SOLVE PROBS INVOLVING ELEMENTARY PROBABILITY 

28. ESTIMATE REASONABLE ANSWER TO A GIVEN PROBLEM 

29. SOLVE PROBLEMS WITH EXTRANEOUS INFORMATION 

30. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFO IN PROBLEM SITUATIONS 

31. SOLVE PROCESS PROBLEMS-ORGANIZING DATA 

MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY 

32. .DENTIFY FIGURES USING GEOMETRIC TERMS 

33. MEASURE AND DETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AREAS 

34. ESTIMATE LENGTH/AREAA/OLUME/ANGLE MEASURE 

35. SELECT APPROPRIATE METRIC/CUSTOMARY UN! f 

36. MAKE MEASUREMENT CONVERSIONS WITHIN SYSTEMS 
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40 50 60 70 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
This bar chart illustrates the percent of students, statewide, who mastered each of the 36 mathematics obiectives. 
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CHART 3 

MATHEMATICS: COMPARISON OF PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY ON SELECTED NUMBERS OF 

OBJECTIVES FOR 1986 THROUGH 1990 




This bar chart illustrates the percent of students, statewide, whose total numbers of objectives mastered fell within one of the indicated ranges. 



CHART 4 

LANGUAGE ARTS: PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY FOR EACH OBJECTIVE 
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WRITING MECHANICS 

1. 'CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 

2. SPELLING 

3. AGREEMENT 

4. TONE 
STUDY SKILLS 

5. LOCATING INFORMATION 

6. NOTETAKINGAND OUTL'NING 
LISTENING COMPREHENSION 

7. LITERAL 

8. INFERENTIAL/EVALUATIVE 
READING COMPREHENSION 

9. LITERAL 

10. INFEREMTIAL 

11. EVALUATIVE 
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PERCENT OF STUDENTS 



This bar chart Illustrates the percent of students, statewide, who mastered each of the eleven language arts objectives. 



CHART 5 
WRITING SAMPLE: 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT EACH SCORE POINT 
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HOLISTIC WRITING SCORES 



8 



This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students who received each 
holistic writing score, statewide. Holistic writing scores are interpreted as 
follows: a student who scores 7 or 8 has produced a paper which is well 
written with developed supportive detail; a student who scores 5 or 6 has 
produced a paper which is generally well organized with supportive detail; a 
student who scores 4 is minimally proficient; and a student who scores 2 or 3 
is in need of further diagnosis and possible remedial assistance. 
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CHART 6 

DEGREES OF READING POWER' (DRPf: 
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT SELECTED RANGES OF DRP UNIT SCORES 




This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students, statewide, scoring in each 
of three Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) score categories. DRP score 
categories are interpreted as follows: a student who scores 62 DRP units or 
above has met the statewide Reading Goal and can read, with high 
comprehension, materials which are typically used at grade 8 or above- a 
student who scores 55-61 DRP units can read, with high comprehension, 
materials which are typically used below grade 8 but above the Remedial 
Standard; and a student who scores 54 DRP units or below is in need of further 
diagnosis and possible remedial assistance. 
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COMPARISON OF 1986 THROUGH 1990 TEST RESULTS 
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Charts 7-12 (pp. 21-26) address the comparison of the 1986 through 1990 test 
results. Charts 7 (p. 21), 10 (p. 24) and 11 (p. 25) present a comparison of 
statewide average scores on the four subtests, a comparison of students 
scoring at or abo^e the remedial standard, and a comparison of the percent of 
students scoring at or above the statewide goals, respectively. The 
remaining three charts provide a comparison of the percent of students 
achieving mastery in each mathematics objective (Chart 8, p. 22) and each 
language arts objective (Chart 9, p. 23), and a comparison of student 
achievement in relation to the remedial standards (Chart 12, p. 26). 

Chart 7 (p. 21) shows that the statewide average scores increased in all 
areas tested when 1989 results are compared to 1986 results. In mathematics, 
the average number of objectives mastered increased from 23.7 in 1986 to 25.7 
in 1989. Mathematics scores have increased slightly each year from 1986 to 
1989 indicating a positive trend. The average DRP unit score has increased 
two DRP unit points, moving from 61 in the initial assessment in 1986 to 63 
in 1990. The average number of language arts objectives mastered has 
increased from 7.5 objectives in the initial 1986 assessment to 8.4 in 1990. 
In writing, the average holistic score has risen from 5.0 in 1986 to 5.5 in 
1990. 

Chart 8 (p. 22) lists the percent of students at mastery for each of the 36 
mathematics objectives. From 1986 to 1990, 30 objectives have shown a gain 
in percent of students at or above mastery, 4 have declined and 2 are 
unchanged. A comparison of the 1990 and 1986 results shows large gains (at 
least 10 percentage points) in the percent of students meeting the mastery 
standard in the following objectives: ordering fractions and decimals, 
identifying points on number lines, scales and grids; identifying appropriate 
procedures for estimating fractions and decimals; identifying correct decimal 
point in multiplication/division of decimals; adding and subtracting 
fractions and mixed numbers; interpreting graphs, tables and charts; and 
making measurement conversions within systems. 

Chart 9 (p. 23) lists the percent of students at mastery for each of the 11 
language arts objectives. From 1986 to 1990, 10 objectives have shown a gain 
in percent of students at or above mastery, and 1 objective has shown no 
gain. When 1990 results are compared with 1986, areas which showed large 
gains (at least 10 percentage points) in the percent of students at mastery 
are: spelling, agreement and tone in writing mechanics; and literal and 
inferential reading comprehension. 

Chart 10 (p. 24) compares the percent of students who scored at or above the 
remedial standard in mathematics, writing and reading (DRP) for 1986 through 
1990. In each content area there has been a gain in the percent of students 
meeting the remedial standard from 1986 to 1990. The remedial standard for 
mathematics is 78 out of 144 items correct. There was a 5 percentage point 
increase in mathematics performance at or above the remedial standard from 
1986 (83%) to 1990 (88%). The remedial standard for writing is 4 on a scale 
from 2 to 8. A 10 percentage point increase in writing performance at or 
above tho remedial standard occurred from 1986 (83%) to 1990 (93%). The 
remedial standard for reading (DRP) is 50 DRP units. A 7 percentage point 
increase in performance at or above the remedial standard was reported from 
1986 (73%) to 1990 (80%). 
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CHART 7 

COMPARISON OF STATEWIDE AVERAGE SCORES FHR 1986 THROUGH 1990 
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CHART 8 

MATMiiMATICS: COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
ACHIEVING MASTERY IN EACH OBJECTIVE FOR 1986 THROUGH 199Q 



OBJECTIVE 


PERCFNT OF STUDENTS 
AT MASTERY 


PERCENTAGE POINT 
GAIN FROM 
1986 TO 1990 




1986 


1987 


1988 


1989 


1990 




CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 














1 ORDER FRACTIONS 


58% 


57% 


57% 


69% 


73% 


15% 


2 ORDER DECIMALS 


58% 


63% 


65%) 


61% 


73% 


15% 


3 ROUND WHOLE NUMBERS 


87% 


85% 


86% 


89% 


92% 


5% 


4 ROUND DECIMALS TO NEAREST 1. 1. 01 


66% 


71% 


72% 


67% 


74% 


8% 


5 MULT/DIV WHOLE US & DECIMALS BY 10. lOO. lOOO 


67% 


75% 


75% 


73%) 


75%i 


8% 


6 ID FRACTIONS. DECIMALS. PERCENTS FROM PICTURES 


58% 


58% 


58% 


55% 


63% 


5% 


7 CONVERT FRACTIONS TO DECIMALS & VICE VERSA 


74% 


70% 


7 1 % 


74% 


77% 


3% 


8 CONVERT FRACT/DECIMALS TO PERCENTS & VICE VERSA 


72% 


78% 


78'.o 


80% 


75% 


3% 


S IDENTIFY POINTS ON NUMBER LINES. SCALES. GRIDS 


85% 


91% 


91% 


95% 


95% 


10% 


10 IDENTIFY RATIOS AND FRACTIONAL PARTS FROM DATA 


85% 


85% 


85% 


95% 


78% 


-7% 


11 ID APPROP PROCEDURE "^OR ESTIMATING FRACT/DEC 


64% 


78% 


80% 


70% 


76% 


12% 


COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 














12 ADD ANDSUBTR>>C1 WHOLE NUMBERS < 10.000 


94 7o 


96% 


96% 


95% 


96% 


2% 


13 MULT/DIVIDE 2- & 3-DlGlT tt'S BY V & 2-DIGlT «S 


95% 


96% 


96% 


96% 


96% 


1% 


14 ADD AND SUBTRACT DECIMALS IN HORIZONTAL FORM 


89% 


85% 


85% 


88% 


87% 


-2% 


15 ID CORRECT DECIMAL POINT INMULT/niv OF DECIMALS 


60% 


76% 


75% 


73% 


72% 


12% 


16 ADD/SUBTRACT FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 


39% 


49% 


49% 


48% 


56% 


17% 


17 MULTIPLY FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 


44% 


51% 


49% 


47% 


49% 


5% 


18 DETERMINE PERCENT OF / NUMBER 


49% 


54% 


53% 


54% 


53% 


4% 


19 ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFS^'- WHOLE ff'S AND DECIMALS 


78% 


77% 


78% 


87% 


81% 


3% 


20 ESTIMATE PROD/QUO^ OF WHOLE rf'S AND DECIMALS 


69% 


70% 


70% 


72% 


62% 


-7% 


21 EST FRACTIONAL PARTS/PERCENTS OF WHOLE «'S & S 


51% 


54% 




53% 


58% 


7% 


PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS 














22 ADD/SUBT/MULT/DIV WITH A CALCULATOR 


98% 


99% 


98% 


98% 


98% 


0% 


23 INTERPRET GRAPHS. TABLES. AND CHARTS 


67% 


76% 


76% 


81% 


84% 


17^ 


24 SOLVE ^^8.2 9' i EP PROBS-WHOLE ff'S/DEC/AVERAGES 


78% 


74% 


75% 


75% 


82% 


47o 


25 SOLVE 1* AN0 2-STEP PROBLEMS.FRACTIOi>jS 


54% 


51% 


51% 


53% 


60% 


6% 


26 SOLVE PROBLEMS INVOLVING MEASUREMENT 


3" Vo 


32% 


32% 


33% 


40% 


9% 


27 SOL^ E PROBS INVOLVING ELEMENTARY PROP/ .D'.LlTY 


61% 


62% 


63% 


60% 


65% 


4% 


28 ES riMATE REAS ENABLE ANSWER TO A GIVEN PROBLEM 


76% 


B1% 


80% 


83% 


80% 


4% 


29 ^OLVE PROBLEMS WITH EXTRANEOUS INFORMATION 


70% 


72% 


73% 


78% 


71% 


1% 


''c IDENTIFY NEEDED INFO IN PROBLEM SITUATIONS 


76% 


79% 


79%, 


83% 


75% 


.1% 


I SOLVE PROCESS PROBLEMS-ORGANIZING DATA 

1 


46% 


53% 


53% 


55% 


54% 


8% 


MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY 














32 IDENTIFY FIGURES USING GEOMETRIC TERK/.o 


57°/, 


66% 


66% 


64% 


61% 


4% 


33 MEASURE AND DETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AREAS 


30% 


40% 


41% 


37% 


39% 


9% 


34 ESTIMATE LENGTH/AREAA/OLUME/ANGLE MEASURE 


63% 


69% 


71% 


71% 


69% 


6% 


35 SELECT APPROPRIATE METRlC/CUSTOMA^iY UNIT 


78% 


81% 


82% 


76% 


78%) 


0% 


36 MAKE MEASUREMENT CONVERSIONS WITHIN SYSTEMS 


32% 


42% 


43% 


43% 


48% 


16% 
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CHART 9 

LANGUAGE ARTS: COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
ACHIEVING MASTERY IN EACH OBJECTIVE FOR 1986 THROUGH 1990 



OBJECTIVE 


PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
AT MASTERY 


PERCENTAGE POINT 
GAIN FROM 
1986 TO 1990 




1986 


1987 


1988 


1989 


1990 




WRITING MECHANICS 














1. CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 


72% 


70% 


71% 


73% 


72% 


0% 


2. SPELLING 


GGO/ 

OOvo 


Di/o 


coo/ 


58% 


76% 


10% 


3. AGREEMENT 


76% 


81% 


81% 


79% 


92% 


16% 


4. TONE 


77% 


69% 


70% 


70% 


88% 


11% 


STUDY SKILLS 














5. LOCATING INFORMATION 


83% 


88% 


87% 


89% 


85% 


2% 


6. NOTETAKING AND OUTLINING 


73% 


71% 


71% 


78% 


79% 


6% 


LISTENING COMPREHENSION 














7. LITERAL 


59% 


08% 


67% 


78% 


63% 


4% 


8. INFERENTIAUEVALUATIVE 


62% 


66% 


66% 


67% 


fifi% 

uu /o 


4% 


READING COMPREHENSION 














9. LITERAL 


70% 


75% 


75% 


79% 


82% 


12% 


10. INFERENTIAL 


54% 


57% 


58% 


58% 


66% 


12% 


11. EVALUATIVE 


57% 


61% 


62% 


66% 


64% 


7% 
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CHART 10 

COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
SCORING AT OR ABOVE THE REMEDIAL STANDARD 
IN EACH SUBJECT AREA FOR 1986 THROUGH 1990 




CHART 11 

COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
SCORING AT OR ABOVE THE GOAL 
IN EACH SUBJECT AREA FOR 1986 THROUGH 1990 




1987 1988 1989 1990 



MATHEMATICS 



MATHEMATICS 
» GROWTH I 
SINCE 1986 

10% 



MATHEMATICS GOAL IS 31 OF | 
36 OBJECTIVES MASTERED ! 



18% 



20% 

'Ts 



27% 27% 



1987 1988 1989 1990 
WRITING 



WRITING 
GROWTH 

SINCE 1986 

7% : 



WRITING GOAL IS 7 ON 
A SCALE OF 2 TO 8 



- "1 



58% 60% 

'■" K ' \ 



62% 

I Ts 



1987 1988 1989 
READING 



62% 



Ts 



1990 



3:) 



READING 

Growth 



.0 



READING GOAL IS 62 DRP UNITS 
WITH 80% COMPREHENSION 
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CHART 12 

COMPARISON OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN RELA-RON TO THE REMEDIAL STANDARDS 
1086 THROUGH 1000 ADMINISTRATIONS 





NUMBER 


1960 
PERCBfT 


NUMBER 


1987 
PERCBIT 


NUMBER 


1986 

PERCB4T 


NUMBER 


1969 

PERCBIT 


NUMBER 


1990 

PERCBfT 


STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE THE STANDARD: 






















Ufl ALL inHCB TE9l9 


1 9, £00 


0£. o 


OA A CC 


O / .0 


1 Q 70 7 
1 9| r & r 


OO.U 


OA 007 


70 A 


££.004 


70 a 


ON TWO OF IhE TESTS 


5.695 


18.5 


5.204 


17.2 


5.459 


18.3 


4,570 


15.7 


4.669 


15.2 


ON ONE OF THE TESTS 


3.576 


11.6 


3.137 


10.4 


3,147 


10.5 


2.595 


8.9 


2.694 


8.8 


ON NONE OF THE TESTS 


2,345 


7.6 


1.502 


6.0 


1.539 


5.2 


1.003 


3.4 


960 


3.1 




NUMBER 


PERCBfT 


NUMBER 


PERcarr 


NUMBER 


PERCBfT 


NUMBER 


PERCBfT 


NUMBER 


PERCBfT 


STUDENTS BELOW THE STANDARD: 






















ON AU THREE TESTS 


1,914 


6.2 


1,248 


4.1 


1.241 


4.2 


754 


2.6 


733 


2.4 


ON TWO OF THE TESTS 


3.548 


11.5 


3.028 


10.0 


3,069 


10.2 


2.470 


8.5 


2.532 


8,3 


ON ONE OF THE TESTS 


5.729 


18.6 


5.169 


17.1 


5.487 


18.4 


4.574 


15.7 


4.652 


15.2 


ON NONE OF THE TESTS 


19.658 


63.7 


20.864 


68.8 


20.085 


67.2 


21.357 


73.3 


22,740 


74.i 


NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 


30.849 




30.309 




29.872 




29.155 




30.657 




NUMBER OF STUDENTS BELOW REMEDUU. 
STANDARD ON ONE OR MORE SUBTESTS 
(UNDUPUCATED COUNT) 


11.191 


36.3 


9.445 


31.2 


9.787 


32.8 


7.798 


26.7 


7.917 


25.0 

4 ' 



4'i 
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Chart 11 (p. 25) compares the percent of students scoring at or above the 
statewide goals in mathematics, writing and reading from 1986 through 1990. 
There has been a gain in the percent of students reaching the statewide goal 
In each of the three content areas over the five CMT administrations. In 
mathematics, the goal is 31 of 36 objectives mastered. There was a 10 
percentage point increase in performance at or above the statewide goal from 
1986 (27%) to 1990 (37%). In writing, the goal is 7 on a scale of 2 to 8. 
The percent of students scoring at or above the statewide standard increased 
from 20% in 1986 to 27% in 1990. In reading (DRP) the statewide goal is 55 
DRP units with 80% comprehension. There was a 5 percentage point increase in 
performance at or above the goal from 1986 (57%) to 1990 (62%). 

Chart 12 (p. 26) is a comparison of student achievement in relation to the 
remedial standards in 1986 through 1990. Over the five-year period, the 
percent of students at ^r above the remedial standard on all three tests 
(mathematics, reading, writing) has Increased from 62.3% in 1986 to 72.9% in 
1990, while the percent of students below the remedial standard on all three 
tests has declined from 6.2% in 1986 to 2.4% in 1990. The percent of students 
below the remedial standard on one or i^ztq subtests has also dropped from 
36.3% in 1986 to 25.8% in 1990. 



Test Results by District 

Appendices H, I and J address the comparison of test scores by school 
district. Appendix H (p. 81) and Appendix I (p. 89) present a listing of the 
mathematics and language arts test results, respectively, for each Connecticut 
school district. Appendix J (p. 97) is a listing of the percent of students 
meeting the statewide goals in reading (DRP), writing and mathematics for each 
school district. In each appendix, school districts are listed 
alphabetically, followed by regional school districts. The Type of Community 
(TOO designation in the second column and the Education Reference Group (ERG) 
designation in the third column Indicate the TOC and ERG groups with which 
each district or school has been classified. Definitions of the TOC and ERG 
classifications are provided in Appendix K (p. 103) and Appendix L (p. 105) 
respectively. TOC and ERG summaries follow the alphabetical listings of 
school district results in mathematics, language arts and percent meeting the 
statewida goal in each content area. 

The State Department of Education adv.ses against comparing scores 
between and among school districts. It is more meaningful to compare district 
results longitudinally within each district. It is also not appropriate or 
meaningful to sum across the different tests and subtests for comparative 
purposes because of differences in test length, mastery criteria and remedial 
standards. These comparisons are Inappropriate because it Is Impossible to 
identify, solely on the basis of this Information, how the average student has 
performed in the districts being compared. Av '•age scores and standard 
deviations provide more appropriate comparatr information on how well the 
average student is performing, although many dclors may affect the 
comparability of these statistics as well. 
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Normative Results 



Normative information is provided to indicate how well the average student in 
Connecticut performs compared to a national sample of students. Norms have 
been available for the mathematics test, the language arts test and the 
reading comprehension test since 1987. These norms are based on links 
established between the CMT and the sixth edition of the Metropolitan 
Achievement Test (MAT-6). The norms are expressed in percentile ranks which 
provide estimates of group performance relative to the performance of the 
national MAT-6 norm group. Percentile ranks range from 1 to 99. A percentile 
rank of 50 represents the score that divides the norm group into two equal 
parts: half scoring below and half scoring above this value. Each reported 
percentile rank represents the performance of a nationally representative 
sample of students in relation to Connecticut student performance. 

The following are the estirrated norms for the grade eight statewide averages. 
In the content areas of mathematics, language arts and reading comprehension 
(not DRP). data are provided for the 1987 through 1990 administrations. 

Grade £iqht 



Mathematics 
Language Arts 
Pveading Comprehension 



1987 


1988 


1989 


1X90 


67 


67 


68 


67 


67 


69 


69 


69 


57 


59 


61 


59 



Patterns in the data are summarized below. 



0 In each content area, the mean national percentile rankings of 

Connecticut students substantially exceed the national average (50th 
percentile rank). 

0 The norms for mathematics and language arts have remained similar 
over the four years with percentile ranks ranging from 67 to 69 in 
value. Reading comprehension performance is lower than either 
mathematics or language arts when compared to a national sample, with 
percentile ranks ranging from 57 to 61 over the four administrations. 

0 The percentile ranks within each content area are quite stable across 
the four years, differing in value by no more than four points. 

It should be pointed out that these norms provide a way to interpret the 
performance of the average Connecticut student relative to a national sample. 
They do not address the issue of how Connecticut, as a state, compares to 
other states. The fact that, in 1990, the average Connecticut student is at 
the 67th percentile in mathematics does not mean that the state as a whole 
would be in the 67th percentile if it were compared to other states. A 
state-by-state achievement testing program has been endorsed by the Council of 
Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the National Governors' Association 
(NGA) and is in progress using the National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(NAEP) Program. Connecticut participated in the 1990 trial state assessment 
for mathematics at grade eight. Results of this assessment are scheduled for 
release June 6, 1991 at a national press conference in Washington, D.C. 
Connecticut intends to participate in the 1992 trial state assessment in 
grades four and eight. 
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Horns Available to Districts 

Mathematics, language arts and reading comprehension norms can also be 
provided for groups of students at the district level. Each year all 
districts are notified by the CMT contractor that norms for their own 
districts and/or schools within their districts are optionally available. I'^ 
addition, districts are offered all materials and directions to hand-calculaie 
norms for groups of students within their districts (e.g., Chapter I 
students). There 1s no charge for either of these services. An" district 
that requests this information receives It directly from the v :ontractor. 
No district receives normative information unless It is specifically requested 
by the superintendent. Approximately one half of Connecticut school districts 
has requested norms in the past. 



Longitudinal Results 

In order to interpret student performance across grade levels, vertical scales 
were developed in the areas of mathematics and reading comprehension. Scaled 
scores can be used to measure growth over time because CMT scores from all 
three grade levels have been placed on a common scale. These scales provide a 
means of monitoring students' academic progress from grade to grade. Before 
the scales were developed, it was difficult to assess the performance of 
groups of test takers as they moved from grade to grade because of differences 
in test length, curriculum content covered and levels of difficulty on the 
fourth-, sixth- and eighth-grade tests. 

Since students who took the fourth-grade test in 1985 subsequently took the 
sixth-grade test in 1987 and the eighth-grade test In 1989, change in 
performance on the test can be assessed across four years' time for the 
group. Similarly, change in performance can be assessed for 1990 eighth 
graders who took the grade four test In 1986 and the grade six test in 1988. 
Chart 13 (p. 30) and Chart 14 (p. 31) present overall growth In performance for 
these students In the content areas of mathematics and reading comprehension, 
respectively. These results show meaningful growth in both mathematics and 
reading comprehension fc- the groups of students from grade four to grade six 
and from grade six to p,*ade eight. Chart 13, for example, shows that the 
average statewide performance In mathematics, for the group of students who 
took the fourth-grade test in 1985, the sixth-grade test in 1987 and the 
eighth-grade test in 1989, has moved In a positive direction. While Initial 
results are encouraging, it is premature to draw definitive conclusions about 
how much growth to expect as students progress from grade to grade. Such 
conclusions are possible only after the prograr.i has been In effect for several 
years. It should be noted that each eighth-grade group differs, to some 
extent, from Its respective sixth-grade group and that each sixth-grade group 
differs from its respective fourth-grade group because some students entered, 
while other students exited the Connecticut public school system over the 
years . 



CHART 13 

MATHEMATICS (GRADE 4 TO GRADE 6 TO GRAr^E 0) 



Comparison of Average Statewide Mathematics Performance 
Grade 4 (1 985 Administration) to Grade 6 (1 987 Administration) to Grade 8 (1 989 Administration) and 
Grade 4 (1 986 Administration) to Grade 6 (1 988 Administration) to Grade 8 (1 990 Administration) 

Using Scale Scores 



Results for 1 985 Grade 4 Cohort (Class of 1 994) and 
1986 Grade 4 Cohort (Class of 1995) 



800- 



Grade 8 
1989 



I 

o 

I 



668n 




Graded 
Grade 6 1990 
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unKs 30 



of 

Undmtandlng 



Level V 
68U 



Level IV 
656-660 



Level III 
636^55 



Love! tl 
606-635 



Level! 
Less 
than 606 



Oe»cription 



Strong cortceptual urKierstonding, oomputationai ability and problem soMng ability. 



Bfoad concectual understanding except ordering fractions and decimals; strong oompUationai 
skilts except tractions: strong problem sowing ^rty except in area o4 measurenmt. 



Mastery o4 place value, whole numbers and decimal skiRs and u.icepts. Estimation and 1- and 2-step problem 
solving developing. Limited skills and understandings of fractions, peroents, equivalents and measurement 



Mastery of whole number skills and place vakie, tables and graphs and simple 1 -step word 
problems. Limits conceptual understaixiino or ability wrth nwaauremerrt or geometry. 



Ability to handle the simplest of computational exercises and problems. Weak oor^ceptuai 
understanding and limited measurement skUb. 



500 - 



4:: 



Averaoe 
Statewide 
Portormanoe 



Appfox. 95% of 
Mathematics 
Scores 



4 c, 
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CHART 14 

READING COMPREHENSION (GRADE 4 TO GRADE 6 TO GRADE 8) 

Comparison of Average Statewide Reading Performance 
Grade 4 (1 985 Administration) to Grade 6 (1 987 Administration) to Grade 8 (1 989 Administration) and 
Grade 4 (1 986 Administration) to Grade G (1 988 Administration) to Grade 8 (1 990 Administration) 

Using Scale Scores 

Results for 1985 Grade 4 Cohort (Class of 1994) and 
1 986 Grade 4 Cohort (Class of 1 995) 



800 - 



Grade8 
1989 




Grades 
1990 



Grade 6 
1988 



Grade 4 
1986 



F scale 
score 
units 



r639 



35<i 
scale 



score <- G04 
units 




500- 



Ltvel 

of 

Undefstandlng 



Levo) IV 
652+ 



Levot Hi 
610-651 



Level II 
572-609 



Level I 
Less 
than 572 



Detcrtption 



Strong atnlity to make inferences and prijidictkHis about ideas, purposes and patterns. Strong 
ability to judge the authentictty, reliability and vakldity of writtan material. 



Mostly ab(e to comprehend the Ifteral meanings of ideas. Developing capacity to infer me&iifigs and make 
criticaJ judgments about ideas, purposes and patterns. 



Some ability to select details and understand the tileral meanings of ideas which are dearly stated. Very 
limited ability to make chttcal judgments about staterneots or make Inferences about implied kdeas, patte 
and purposes. 



patterns 



Unable to translate or understand the literal meanings of kteas which are dearty stated withii a 
passage. 



■iv 



Average 
Statewide 
Pertormanco 



Approx. 95% of 
g^^^ Reading 
Scores 



4 



Participation Rate Results 

Appendix M (p. 109) presents the number of eighth-grade students in each 
district and the percents of students who participated in the grade eight 
mastery testing during the fall 1990 statewide administration. Appendix M 
also shows the percent of students exempted ^rom CMT testing. The 
alphabetical listing of districts provides the following information for each 
district: 



Column 1 The name of the district 

Column 2 The total eighth-grade population at the start of mastery 

testing 

Column 3 The number of students eligible for testing 

Column 4 The percent of total population exempted fron testing 
Columns 5-8 The percent of eligible students tested in each content 
area 



The results in Appendix M illustrate that participation rates by school 
district on the eighth-grade CMT were quite high, with only a few exceptions. 
However, the high percentage of students exempted from the CMT, statewide, 
combined with the large variation In exemption rates among districts, has 
raised concerns about the fair application of exemption procedures and Its 
Impact on students. The Department is currently examining the impact of the 
exclusion provisions on the CMT programs for Special Education and bilingual 
students. It Is anticipated that the results from these analyses will be 
available in the spring of 1991. 
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APPENDIX A 
Test Construction 
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Test Construction 

The development of the eighth-grade criterion-referenced mastery test required 
the formation of seven statewide advisory committees. These included the 
Mathematics and Language Arts Advisory Committees, the Psychometrics Advisory 
Committee, the Bias Advisory Committee, the Mastery Test I'^Ple'^^^^jJl^" . , 
Advisory Committee and two standard-setting commi *-tees . one for mathematics 
and one for language arts. These committees wprt comprised of representatives 
from throughout the state. Members were seleci-e^i for their area of 
expertise. Approximately 150 Connecticut educ&tors participated on the 
mastery test committees which met over 80 times curing the first 18 months of 
test development. (See Acknowledgements, p. v and p. 48.) 

Beqinning <n tht spring of 1985. content committees in both language arts and 
mathematif.s participated in each stage of the test development process, 
including assisting the State Department of Education in the selection of The 
Psychological Corporation as its test contractor. First, the content 
committees reviewed the curriculum materials prevalent throughout the state 
and the scope of the national tests in use in Connecticut at the respective 
grade levels. Additional resources Included the Connecticut curriculum guides 
in mathematics and language arts, developed in 1981. as well as the results of 
recent Connecticut Assessment of Educational Progress (CAEP) assessments in 
mathematics and language arts. Next, the committees identified sets of 
preliminary mathematics and language arts objectives which reflected existing 
curriculum materials and the goals of the mastery testing program. The 
content committees defined an objective as an operational ized learning outcome 
that was fairly narrow and clearly defined. 

Four criteria were used in identifying the appropriate learning outcomes or 
test objectives and in selecting specific test items to be Included on the 
Grade 8 Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT). To have been considered for use. test 
objectives and items must have been: 

(1) significant and important; 

(2) developmental ly appropriate; 

(3) reasonable for most students to achieve; and 

(4) generally representative of what is taught in Connecticut schools. 

Once the objectives were iden' led. item specifications and/or sample items 
were written. Item specifications are written descriptions of the types and 
forms of test items that assess an objective. They also prescribe the types 
of answer choices that can be used with each item. 

After the test specifications were written and agreed upon, the test 
contractor wrote items and response choices for each of the objectives. The 
items were then reviewed by the content committees. Items which met the 
criteria of the test specifications and received the approval of the content 
committees were considered for the pilot test. Before testing, the Bias 
Advisory Committee reviewed each item for potential discrimination related to 
gender, race, or ethnicity in the language or format of the question or 
response choices. Page v lists the original members of the Bias Advisory 
Committee although some membership changes have occurred since piloting. 
After their review was completed, the pilot test forms were constructed. Over 
1.600 customized Connecticut items were included in thr. October 1985 grade 
eight pilot test in language arts and mathematics. 
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The Psychometrics Advisory CommittGe provided advice concerning other aspects 
of the pilot test including the sampling design, statistical bias analysis, 
the design of item specifications and pilot test administration procedures. 
The recommendations proposed by the Psychometrics Advisory Committee were 
reviewed and endorsed by the Mastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee. 



Pilot Tests 

After th9 items had been reviewed, twelve test forms (six in mathematics, and 
six in language arts) were piloted for the grade eight test. The purpose of 
several pilot test forms was to ensure that enough test items were included to 
construct three comparable test forms from the pilot test results. 

Over 8,000 grade eight students participated in the October 1985 pilot test. 
In January 1986, the pilot test results were made available to Connecticut 
State Department of Education (CSDE) staff. The process of selecting items to 
construct three comparable test forms began by the Bias Advisory Committee 
examining the pilot test statistics of each item for potential bias. As a 
result, some items were eliminated from the item pool. Froir. the remaining 
items, test forms were constructed to be equivalent in content and difficultv 
at both the objective and total test levels. 

Once the items were sorted on this basis, the test contractor prepared three 
complete forms of the mathematics test and "rwo complete forms of the language 
arts test. These forms were approved by the content committees. Each form 
was created to be equal in difficulty and test length. A third language arts 
test was constructed after a few additional items were piloted as part of a 
later test administration. The psychometric procedures used to construct 
these test forms focus primarily on the use of the one-parameter item response 
model . 



Survey 

In October 1985, a survey of preliminary grade eight mastery test objectives 
was sent to over 4,000 Connecticut educators. The purpose of the survey was 
to determine (1) the importance of the proposed mathematics and 
reading/language arts objectives, and (2) whether the objectives were taught 
prior to the beginning of grade eight. Approximately a ASt response rate was 
achieved which included approximately one-third of the respondents 
representing urban school districts. Thirty-six out of the Oiiginal 
thirty-seven mathematics objectives were judged to be important learning 
skills. 
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Grade Eight Mathematics Objectives 



The 36 objectives of the eighth-grade mathematics test are listed below. 
There are four test Items for each objective. The number of Items In each 
domain Is Indicated in the parentheses. 

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS (44) 

1 . Order fractions 

2. Order decimals 

3. Round whole numbers 

4. Round decimals to the nearest whole number, tenth and hundredth 

5. Multiply and divide whole numbers and decimals by 10. 100 and 
1 .000 

6. Identify fractions, decimals and percents from pictorial 
representations 

7. Convert fractions to decimals and vice versa 

8. Convert fractions and decimals to percents and vice versa 

9. Identify points on number lines, scales and grids 

10. Identify ratios and fractional parts from given data 

11. Identify an appropriate procedure for making estimates with 
de ;1mal s and fractions 

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS (40) 

12. Add and subtract whole numbers less than 10,000 

13. Multiply and divide 2- and 3-d1g1t whole numbers by 1- and 
2-d1g1t numbers 

14. Add and subtract decimals (to hundredths) in horizontal form 

15. Identify the correct placement of the decimal point In 
multiplication and division of decimals 

16. Add and subtract fractions and mixed numbers 

17. Multiply fractions and mixed numbers 

18. Determine the percent of a number 

19. Estimate sums and differences of whole numbers and decimals 
including making change 

20. Estimate products and quotients of whole numbers and decimals 

21. Estimate fractional parts and percents of whole numbers and 
money amounts 

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS (with calculators available) (40) 

22. Compute sums, differences, products and quotients using a 
calculator 

23. Interpret graphs, tables and charts 

24. Solve 1- and 2-step problems invoking whole numbers and 
decimals, including averaging 

25. Solve 1- and 2-step problems Involving fractions 

26. Solve problems involving measurement 

27. Solve problems involving elementary probability 

28. Estimate a reasonable answer to a given problem 

29. Solve problems with extraneous information 

30. Identify needed information In problem situations 

31. Solve process problems involving the organization of da^a 
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MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY (20) 



32. Identify figures using geometric terms 

33. Measure and determine perlineters and areas 

34. Estimate lengths, areas, volumes and angle measures 

35. Select appropriate metric or custo^ Ty units and measures 

36. Make measurement conversions within systems 



Performance on all 36 math objectives Is reported at the student, classroom, 
school, district and state levels. 
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Grade Eight Language Arts Objectives 
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Grade Eight Language Arts Objectives 

There are eleven language arts objectives and two holistic measures, one for 
rea ing and one for Sriting. within the eighth-grade language a^^ est. The 
number of items for each content area or objective is indicated in the 
parentheses . 

WRITING MECHANICS (39) 

1. Capitalization and Punctuation (12) 

2. Spelling (8) 

3. Agreement (15) 

4. Tone (4) 

STUDY SKILLS (16) 

5. Locating Information (12) 

6. Note-taking and Outlining (4) 

LISTENING COMPREHENSION (20) 

7. Literal (4) 

8. Inferential and Evaluative (16) 
READING COMPREHENSION (36) 

9. Literal (8) 

10. Inferential (14) 

11. Evaluative (14) 

DEGREES OF READING POWER (77) 
WRITING SAMPLE (1) 

Holistic scoring is provided for all students. Analytic scoring is 
provided for students who score at or below the remedial standard of 4 
(on a scale of 2-8). 



Performance on all eleven Language Arts objectives, the Degrees of Reading 
Power and the Writing Sample is reported at the student, classroom, school, 
district and state levels. 
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APPENDIX D 
Remedial (Grant) Standard-Setting Proce 

and 

Standard-Setting Committees 
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Remedial (Grant) Standard-Setting Process 



Background 

There are several acceptable strategies for setting standards on 
criterion-referenced tests. Each of the proposed methods has one or more 
unlaue characteristics. One common element to the various methods is that 
they all offer to the Individuals who are setting the standards some process 
which reduces the arbitrariness of the resulting standard. Different methods 
accomplish this In different ways. All methods systematize ^'je sjfjfrj" . 
setting process so that the result accurately reflects the collective Informed 
judgment of those setting the standard. 

Types of Standard-Setting Methods 

Standard-setting methods can generally be categorized Into three types: test 
question review. Individual performance review and group performance review. 
Test question review methods specify a procedure for standard setters to 
examine each test question and make a judgment about that question. For 
example, standard setters might be asked to rate the difficulty the 
Importance of each question. These judgments are then combined mathematically 
to produce a standard. Individual performance review methods also require 
standard setters to make judgments, but the judgments are made on the basis of 
examining data that Indicate how well Individual students perform on test 
Items. These data may be based on actual pilot test results or projected 
results using mathematical theories. In this method, additional student 
Information, such as grades, may also be used to Inform the standard setters. 
Group performance review methods provide for judgments to be made based on the 
performance of a reference group of students. That Is. standard setters 
review the group performance and make a determination where the standard 
should be set based on the group results. 

Selection of a Standard-Setting Method 

Several factors affect the choice of a particular standard-setting method. 
The type of test Is one consideration. For example, some methods are only 
appropriate for multiple-choice questions or for single correct answer 
questions while other methods are more flexible. For example, time 
constraints are a consideration If student performance data are necessary. 
In this case, a pilot test must be conducted and the test results must be 
analyzed prior to setting the standards. Another consideration Is the 
relative Importance of the decisions that will be made on the basis of the 
standard. For example, a classroom ^-est affecting only a few students would 
not require as stringent a procedure as would a statewide test determining 
whether a student Is allowed to graduate from high school. Other relevant 
factors Include the number of test Items, permanence of the standard, purpose 
of the test and the extent of available financial and other resources to 
support the standard-setting process. 
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On February 4, 1985, the Mastery Test Psychometrlcs Committee met to consider 
the issue of standard-setting procedures and voted unanimously to approve the 
following proposal , 



A PROPOSAL FOR SETTING THE REMEDIAL STANDARDS ON THE CX)NNECTICUT MASTERY TESTS 

1. Two standard-setting committees will be created: one for mathematics and 
one for reading and writing. 

2. This description of a minimally proficient student will be given to each of 
• the committees: 

Imagine a student who is just proficient enough in reading, writing and 
mathematics to successfully participate in his/her regular eighth-grade 
coursework. 

3. a. In mathematics, an adaptation of the Angoff procedure will be used. 

The committee will be provided with each item appearing on one form of the 
mathematics test. The committee will be given the following directions: 

Consider a group of 100 of these students who are just proficient 
enough to be successful <n regular eighth-grade coursework. How many 
of them would be expected to correctly answer each of the questions? 

The committee will rate each item. The committee will then be given the 
opportunity to discuss their rating of each item. Sample pilot data will 
be presented. Committee members will be given the opportunity to adjust 
their item ratings. The item ratings will then be averaged in accordance 
with the Angoff procedure in order to produce a recommended test standard. 

b. In reading, the committee will review and discuss each passage of the 
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test. Student performance data will be 
presented. The committee will consider the reading difficulty that should 
be expected of a student at the grade level being tested. The committee 
members will identify the passage that has the appropriate level of reading 
difficulty consistent with the above description of a minimally proficient 
student. 

c. In writing, the committee will read four sample essays. These essays 
will have been prescored holistically (on a scale from 2 to 8) in order to 
rank the quality of the essays. Committee members will classify essays 
into one of three categories: 1) definitely ilQI proficient, 

2) borderline and 3) definitely proficient. These classifications will be 
discussed in light of the holistic scores. The committee will then 
classify approximately twenty-five additional essays. The essay ratings 
will be discussed in the same manner as the original four essays. When all 
essays have been discussed, the essays which fell in the borderline 
category will be focused upon to determine the standard. The committee 
will determine where, among the borderline essays, the standard should be 
establ ish£d. 

4. The standards recommended in step 3 will be presented to the Mastery Test 
Implementation Advisory Committee for discussion and action. 
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Connecticut's Strategy 



Several steps were employed to create an acceptable and valid test standard 
for Connecticut tests. Initially, a separate standard-setting committee was 
convened for each test on which standards were to be set. Individuals were 
chosen to serve as members on the committee on the basis of their familiarity 
with the area being assessed and the nature of the examinees. One source of 
such members was the test content committees related to the project. For 
example, members of the Mathematics Advisory Committee were represented on the 
committee setting standards for the mathematics mastery test. 

The actual procedures used to set standards were an adaptation of a method 
proposed by William Angoff (1970). This test question review method required 
members of a standard-setting committee to estimate the probability that a 
question would be correctly answered by examinees who possess no more than thd 
minimally acceptable knowledge or skill In the areas being assessed. Standard 
setters then reviewed pilot test data for sample Items as further evidence of 
the appropriateness of the judgments being made. The original probability 
estimates assigned to each test question were reviewed and adjustments made by 
the standard setters. The final Individual Item probabilities were summed to 
yield a suggested test standard for each member of the committee. The 
suggested standards were averaged across members of the committee to produce 
the recommended test standard. 

The recommended test standard was presented to the Mastery Test Implementation 
Advisory Committee and the State Board of Education. 

In mid-March, Mathematics and Language Arts Standard-Setting Committees met to 
set the remedial standards for the Grade 8 Mastery T.st. The following 
Information summarized the results of the standard-setting activities 
conducted by CSDE staff: 

I. Mathematics (144-ltem test) 

Using the procedures previously outlined, the standard setters rated each item 
and considered the pilot data. Committee members discussed items and were 
given the opportunity to adjust their initial ratings. The final ratings were 
averaged to produce a remedial standard. It was recommended that a raw score 
of 79 be the remedial mathematics standard. Below Is a suirmary of the ratings. 

Procedure U Judges Range % Mean t Correct Raw Score 

Angoff 20 25.7-67.7 54 78 

II. Reading (Degrees of Reading Power, 77-1tem test) 

Standard setters used two procedures to establish a remedial wading 
standard. First, they examined the passages In the Degrees of Reading Power 
(DRP) test, asking themselves which passage Is too difficult for the student 
who is just proficient enough to successfully participate In eighth-grade 
coursework. Discussion occurred throughout this selection process. 
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Second, they examined textbooks which are typically used in grades seven and 
eight and selected those textbooks which a minimally proficient student would 
not be expected to read in order to successfully participate in eighth-grade 
coursework. Discussion occurred throughout this selection process. 

The average readability values of the selected passages and textbooks and the 
pilot test data were then revealed to the standard setters. The standard 
setters discussed the readability values and the pilot test data and 
recommended the DRP unit score of 55 as the remedial standard. The standard 
was accepted by the State Board of Education at the 80% comprehension level. 
Below is a summary of the ratings. 

Readability Recommended 
Procedure # Judges Range Remedial Standard 

A. Test Passage Review' 26 53-62 DRP Units 

55 DRP Units 

B. Textbook Review 26 48-60 DRP Units 



III. Writing (45-m1nute writing sample) 

Using the procedure previously outlined, standard setters read and rated 21 
essays written to a persuasive prompt and 21 essays written to an expository 
prompt. After discussions and final ratings, the holistic scores for the 
papers were revealed to the group. The committee then discussed the 
appropriate remedial writing standard in light of the degree to which their 
ratings matched the holistic scores. It was the recommendation of the 
committee that a holistic writing score of 4 be used as the remedial writing 
standard. Below is a summary of the ratings. 



PERSUASIVE PROMPT 

R ating After Discussion 

Holistic Definitely Definitely 

Score NOT Proficient Bo rderline Proficient 

2 100% 0% 0% 

3 69% 0% 31% 

4 27% 1% 72% 

5 0% u% 100% 

6 6% 0% 94% 

7 n 0% 99% 

8 0% 0% 100% 



EXPOSITORY PROMPT 

Rating After Discussion 

Holistic Definitely Definitely 

Score NOT Proti_cjent Borde rline Proficient 

2 100% 0% 0% 

3 99% 0% 1% 

4 17% 1% 82% 

5 22% 0% 78% 

6 0% 0% 100% 

7 0% 0% 100% 

8 0% 0% 100% 



ERIC 



-47- 



Standard-Setting Committees 



LANGUAGE ARTS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE 

Dell Britt, Newtown Public Schools 
Fred Brucoli, New London Public Schools 
Patricia Dobson, Stafford Public Schools 
Donald Falcetti, Litchfield Public Schools 
Bill Farr, Bolton Public Schools 
dames Foley, Waterbury Public Schools 
Dorothy French, Litchfield Public Schools 
Marguerite Fuller, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Sara Godek, Stafford Public Schools 
Nina Grecenko, Newtown Public Schools 
Mary Haylon, Hartford Public Schools 
Karen Karcheski , Danbury Public Schools 
Robert Kinder, CT State Department of Education 
Jean Klein, Newtown Public Schools 
Mark Krisioff, New London Public Schools 
Thomas Lane, Old Saybrook Public Schools 
Lucretia Leeves, Hartford Public Schools 
Edward Moore, Danbury Public Schools 
Mary Murray, Putnam Public Schools 
Dick Nelson, Old Saybrook Public Schools 
Olive S. Niles, East Hartford Public Schools 
Anne L. Rash, Bolton Public Schools 
Bernlce Wagge, Waterbury Public Schools 
Mary Weinland, CT State Department of E^ ation 
Mary Wilson, Hartford Public Schools 
Barbara Zamagni , Putnam Public Schools 



MATHEMATICS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE 

Barbara Bailey, New Haven Public Schools 
Pat Banning, Windham Public Schools 
George Caouette, Manchester Public Schools 
Pearl Caouette, Manchester Public Schools 
Betsy Carter, CT State Department of Education 
Tony Ditrio, Norwalk Public Schools 
Don Flis, West Hartford Public Schools 
Marian Frascino, Norwalk Public Schools 
Charles Framularo, Bridgeport Public Schools 
Sheryl Hershonick, New Haven Public Schools 
Steve Leinwand, CT State Department of Education 
Mable McCarthy, Middletown Public Schools 
Michele Nahas, Windham Public Schools 
Judy Narveson, Farmington Public Schools 
Mary Ann Papa, West Hartford Public Schools 
Jim Pinto, Bloomfield Public Schools 
Helen Prescott, Ashford Public Schools 
Dolores Vecchiarell 1 , Westport Public Schools 
Sylvia Webb, Middletown Public Schools 
Frank Whittaker, Bridgeport Public Schools 
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APPENDIX E 

Grade Eight Overview of Holistic Scoring 

and 

Marker Papers for Holistic Scoring 
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An Overview of Holistic Scoring 



Description of the Method 

Holistic scoring involves judging a writing sample for its Mil effect. 
The scorer makes an overall evaluation taking into account all characteristics 
which distinguish good writing. No one feature (such as spelling, rhetoric, 
or organization) should be weighted to the exclusion of all other features. 
Contributing to the rationale underlying holistic scoring is evidence that: 

0 no aspect of writing can be judged independently and result in an 
overall score of quality; 

0 teachers can recognize and concur upon good writing samples; and 

0 teachers tend to rank entire pieces of writing in the same way, 
regardless of the importance thev might attach to the particular 
components of writing. 

The scoring scale for holistic scoring is determined by the quality of the 
specific samples being evaluated. That is, the success of a particular 
response is determined in relationship to the range of ability reflected in 
the set of writing samples being assessed. 

Preparation for Scoring 

Prior to the training/scoring sessions, a committee consisting of Crnnecticut 
State Department of Education (CSDE) consultants, representatives of the 
Language Arts Advisory Committee and other language arts specialists from 
throughout the state, two chief readers and a project director from 
Measurement Inc. of Durham, North Carolina, and a reading specialist from The 
Psychological Corporation met and read a substantial number of essays drawn 
from the total pool of essays to be scored. Approximately 60 essays were 
selected to serve as "range-finders" or "marker papers" representing the range 
of achievement demonstrated in the total set of papers. Copies of those 
range-finders served as training papers during the scoring workshops which 
followed. Each range-finder paper was assigned a score according to a 
four-point scale, where 1 represented a poor paper and 4 represented a 
superior paper. 

Scoring Workshops 

During the month of November, several holistic scoring workshops were held in 
various locations throughout the state. Attendance at the grade eight scoring 
workshops totaled 275 teachers. A chief reader and two assistants were 
present at every workshop in addition to representatives of the CSDE. Each 
workshop consisted of a training session and a scoring session. 

Training and Qualifying 

0 All teachers were shown approximately fourteen range-finder papers. 
The chief reader discussed each paper and explained the reason why 
each received its score. 



0 ATi teachers were given a six-paper practice set. They scored the 
papers Independently and recorded the scores on their papers. When 
all teachers were finished, the chief reader discussed each paper and 
explained why each received Its score. 

0 All teachers were given a nine-paper training set. They scored the 
papers Independently, based on an overall Impression, and recorded 
their scores on a monitor sheet as well as on their papers. As they 
finished reading and scoring, they brought the monitor sheet to the 
team leader who checked the scores. When all teachers were finished 
and all monitor sheets were checked, the chief reader discussed the 
nine-paper set. 

0 Regardless of whether or not they qualified on the first training 
set, all teachers were then given another nine-paper training set. 
They scored the papers and had the monitor sheets checked. Set Two 
was not discussed, except with non-qualifiers. 

0 Teachers were considered qualified If they scored six or more papers 
correctly on either set. Teachers who met the standard began scoring 
live papers after Set Two. 

0 If any teacher did not qualify, they received additional training by 
one of the team leaders or by the chief reader away from the scoring 
room. They had two more opportunities to qualify. Any teacher who 
failed to qualify would have been excused from the project and paid 
for one day. 

The Scoring Session 

Once scorers qualified, actual scoring of the writing exercises began 
according to the steps outlined below: 

0 Scorers read each paper once carefully but quickly and designated a 
score. Again, the score reflected the scorer's overall Impression of 
the response as it corresponded with the features of written 
compositic.i which were internalized during the training process. 

0 Each paper was read and scored by a second scorer Independently of 
the first, that is, without seeing the score assigned by the first 
reader. The chle- reader had the responsibility o^ adjudicating any 
disagreement of more than one point between the judgments of the 
first two scorers. In other words, adjacent scores (i.e., awarded 
scores of 4 and 3, 1 and 2, 2 and 3) were acceptable, but larger 
discrepancies (I.e., scores of 2 and 4, 3 and 1, 1 and 4) were 
resolved by the chief reader. In general, with successful training, 
the occurrence of large score discrepancies Is rare. 

0 The two scores for each paper wem adde d to produce the final score 
for each student, resulting in scores between 2 and 8. 
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Understanding the Holistic Scores 



Examples of actual student papers which are representative of the scoring 
range will assist the reader In understanding the statewide standard set fcr 
writing and Interpreting the test results. Sample papers representing four 
different holistic scores are presented on the following pages. Note that the 
process of summing the scores assigned by the two readers expands the scoring 
scale to account for "borderline" papers. A paper which receives a 4 from 
both scorers (for a total score of 8) Is likely to be better than a paper to 
which one reader assigns a 4 and another reader assigns a 3 (for a total score 
of 7). In addition, 1t should be emphasized that each of the score points 
represents a range of student papers—some 4 papers are better than others. 

A score of Not Scorable (NS) was assigned to student papers In certain cases. 
A score of NS l.idlcates that the student's writing skills remain to be 
assessed. The cases In which a score of NS was assigned were as follows: 

0 responses merely repeated the assignment; 

0 Illegible responses; 

0 responses In languages other than English; 

0 responses that falle''. to address the assigned topic In any way; and 

0 responses that were too brief to score accurately, but which 

demonstrated no signs of serious writing problems (for example, a 
response by a student who wrote the essay first on scratch paper and 
who failed to get very much of It copied). 

Both readers had to agree that a paper deserved a NS before this score was 
assigned. If the two readers disagreed, the Chief Reader arbitrated the 
discrepancy. Papers which were assigned a score of NS were not Included In 
summary reports of test results. 

Summary Comments 

The fact that standards must be maintained and reinforced throughout a scoring 
session cannot be overemphasized. Holistic scoring depends for its usefulness 
on consi s t ency of scoring among all scorers throughout the sessions. 
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WRITING ASSIGNMENT 
Grade Eight 
Form D 



Suppose you had the choice of whether you lived In the city or in the 
country. Your parents or guardians want to move, and they want you to help 
them to decide to what kind of place your family will move. Where would you 
rather live, in the city or In the country? What are the advantages of living 
there? What are the disadvantages? 

0 Decide whether you would rather live In the city or In the country. 
0 Think of reasons to convince your parents or guardians that your 
choice Is better. 

0 Write an essay to persuade your parents or guardians to move there. 
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CONNECnCUT MAS7ESY TEST 



WftniNO SAMPLE 



, y , ^ , ^ 1 



^^1^ fliiiff r^f^if ^LJ^^± ^^jg^f a5^y>- ^ .^^ 



— — — ' — — ■ ' — ^ — ■ '""^ — " — — " — • ■ ^ 

^Kfc .m^^A^^OM "rf /^^- KtimtA*^ eJL y^l^ j-r^^ 



soon VoiiStt 1 

Thifl reaponse provid«a evidenco that the writer aaw tho prompt and 
Attnapted to respond to it (I fell in love with the country). 
Although the reoponoc diacusouo a plan about deciding where tho 
family will live, the writer gives minimal information about the 
advantages or disadvantages of living in the city or country (I 
didn't like animals and things like hay). 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST WRiTiNG SAMPLE 



































Score Point: 


1 





This response haa only two bare reasons (all my friends are 
there and there aren't any drugs or guns). A lengthier 
list of bare reasons or some extended reasons would be 
necessary for a higher score. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTEftV TEST WRITING SAMPLE 



'2^xr n\i4- t hA^ 





Scoro Point: 2 

This reoponso ia orgAnizcd according to tho prompt, presenting tl'.G 
ddvantages and d leadvantagoa in tho opening paragraph and then 
devoting a paragraph to t^ach. Although tho writor begins to 
olaborate tho idoau (it ia poaccfui bocauoo thorc aro no loud 
noiGOB), tho ronponoo romaino aparoo. Moro elaboration lu noodod 
foi A highur ocoro. 
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CONNECncUI MASTERY lESI WRinNG SAMPLE 



X p''fiS-<>T /WPVf ±2 /U<i^ yoCK CiA-y. 

_q4 — i/t^ Silkifi — ot L1^^r4.y. Tt^ ^ ^ ay)/.^c /o U 

-ie S^^ ■Q^a.^.p^n ^^o«c,) ;> -M^p sKpg <:^W?,,>. > or 

itiit — ^/lA-ePj <^4Ajiu^^ . g-O 4.r |V>uS&Lj>v^ ^ ' a/^ ^ A^a J. 

-Oj-o — hi — Ci^n'=;i°v > M — -U <i.fifi your Catjcirij^ <;^t^L<,, <;.^ 

PoC;4-VTvfiiU y ^ft S^rg-^Jiay^ ^fi'^- Ulir^ ; iao^'>>>j jUocJn* )/jAAfl 

Sfu fJ / o S — ^ha-h -Hit — (^pfl^Q- r^yai^Atlpri y , ^ak'fi ^y,r 
JWs^ — ///r^ ■i^P ^^^<jH' 

Score Point: 2 

Thlo writer presento only tho advantagoo of living in How York 
City, Axi acceptable approAch. Although numorous roaccnit aro given, 
I tho idoaa aro prosentod at randoci with little elaboration. Moro 

elaboration and store control of the progreauion of ideas aro 
needed for a higher ocoro. 
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CONNECncUT MASTSRY TEST WRITING SAMPLE 



v's X x^6t,>vi<v/ Ua^^ff. v^far^ ^/^^le -L,.. /y ^v+k/U^. 

Sooro Point: 3 

This low "3" rooponoe la tightly controlled with an elaborated 

— roARon on all the things to do in the country. In addition, the 

final paragraph proounto oooiq rebuttal to tho diaadvantagoo. Pa90 6 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TiST 



WRITING SAMPLE 



n 



J. 



am. 



/i "K^ ^^"^ • "^^^ 



4Q|k -to, 



.Lj-il — hovw Qi/ ."nu Vf 



S4<?Lj \<> -f^n^ bg f' 



-q£ — roisg and ;4- -m oi../>j- -y^tf 



^r^cuSf f^^ rnyTr fi^oo ^ o u"^!^^! -mi!ftr> 



— 



rxkj ^^^r-v^d ^^^^^^ I- d^Q^^ -fg^ ^< 
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or 



























Score Point: 3 

This response is veil organized with oufflclcnt elaboration 
to achieve a score of "3, " l.ie writer presents three 
reasons in the introduction (more people to talk to, all my 
friends to play with, I like a lot of noise) and devotes a 
paragraph to each reason. The diocussion of quiet In the ( 
fourth paragraph is weak, however, and more development is 
needed for a higher score. 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST 



WRITING SAMPLE 



ERIC 



' ^ "^^^^ ^^^'^ ^^^^^"^ ^rtOKj^.'U^ 



^. .nn^^ rX JLrV<. yd * Xix ^^^^^ 




_:^^r=rL^ — - . ^ ^^-^^^^ 
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/) _ . } J ^ > i ^ ^P-' 



yVV^ ^/^ /-^.^'^.^fi./t^V '^-C - ^=^CrC£_^ ^r;.' — z:-^ ~ ' 

/ ^x^ ^^^t/K. /^_^iz::x^ 

. '^±''^^j...'i^^..y'ir.,jU ^.y^z....'^-t- ' 

>^^'^vi^ '^^j^ y ^ — .^fc^rC- jj ^S-^^^ i<:i^^ 

^gg .fe^iAA_^ 



^ 

Score Point; 4 "g^^ 

This response la organized and controlled. The writer 
j^lveu numerous advantAges of living In the city and 
dlsftdvantagea of living In the country, with at least sotoc 
elaboration on each reason. In addition, the wrl r 
exhibits an effective pereuaslve tone (ao 1 beg you t 
think It over ...the city In the beat . It la our homo and 
we all love It . ) . ^ 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST 



WRITING SAMPLE 



Tl-P opf^/^ frPCh rr,:,n- fp(^ ^if,^ uPr^j relay, 
-Vr.Prc S no prMhi-f'on QrvN n o rn-ing ir. w-h^ rA.r.-/^, 

hlnco. T-T -.ue moved ^r> n Inrc^p cKj .rnere ■xfinlci- 



l-iou?e<? Ond ihrmh O u.^ps in -ih^ CQUn^ci Orp 

^O^fi — r^POp'^ Org n^t QltAjqvjr r,-, rh/ rg n,:-. ,^rr' . 



rirp '>'eroK| and rni^r^gnu.';' . Th»^.-^ pilfer o 
icird hfilo iT i -, os^\n(j h^,. Arc! -^h.Pre >.\ a loi mn 

Jilt ( JOul d— be. -rQ;r/(^ ^C.\Lf ate -^n 



h\^\ ^Ini n^ ahcu-f i4^n(^ rhc^codPd .nn.-^ nt.s 
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QOU| ,'^4retchinr| ^rollinf^ jn^d Qnd o dire /h fhf^ 

firpplnc^ ■ 

All -thil COmriKu^PP - tp, ^ -^-/rP^.^- 

-r^ee loov/ -fo hvp Ynii rnn -/Q--yd ohnirf 

— CTLOti of your '.inrrigc <Qnfi (;--yp th^ dnnp 

I mlorfced n-f niQhl 

^Pre nrf nn(nni| fhin ^r -r, Hr^ for ^n-jny- 

fihie -^o keexi c.r^>mrJx and COrf-fpn -fhpm. 

C rxi Id — QlSQ plom G h(,(jf^ O Qrdpn ^(.ih/rh 

ipqd.rQ -ri<;h'inq i n . ( /) p mnU PWn pir.n-t 

.^-^nrfiint^ out m -fW^. COur-^rLJ^ a\f\r 

Cd -Tun t'^P'd Pn(°ff oijr r^\QWcnc^ r^-'.(\\^he 

ire. '^^d help uncGC.^ . t^^^o S~ r i,c ^nrr,9. 
\C.^ ^ea end '^11 nirt fnr ni^hdf.ThP n^ATd 

Qround iV^p n^pr. . ThPrp r.^ouldr d bf Qncj 

■ n d'f\<? CC)Un4rL| ^rK.-^c?! \]Ke. ihc^f coog Id 

-m cm innrr -r f4v| '^rbOnj 

Tn -fh^ iSm-fPT ti n^e log. CQh 

jp-U" nl \( — of o pen RpCj^ce .-rWs \s stavy^p - 

i-\d'r^( 3 \^ CCAr^'4 d Q ^ ri4v/,unles-S' v^nc 
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v.; 



-CmnirM-. 

nV-nvA-l pN ,Pri^ t-Pr!90'/^ u)h>j mn\jin(^ fo fhp 



score Point: t 4 

Excellent word choice and good connoctlone between rcaoono oakc 
thLo "4" reeponee outstanding. The writer's use of vignetitea to 
illustrate the sujor poLnts io particularly effective. 
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APPENDIX F 
Grade Eight Analytic Rating Guide 
and 

Marker Papers for Analytic Scoring 



Grade F.lght Analytic Rating Guide 
FOCUS: How effectively does the writer unify the paper by a dominant topic? 

1 - switches and/or drifts frequently from the dominant topic 

2 « switches and/or drifts somewhat from the dominant topic 

3 ■ stays on topic throughout the response 

ORGANIZATION: Is there a plan that clearly governs the sequence frop the 
beginning to the end of the response, and is the plan effectively signaled? 

1 « no discernible plan 

2 - Inferable plan and/or discernible sequence; some signals may be 

present 

3 - controlled, logical sequence with a clear plan 

SUPPORT/ ELABORATION: To what extent is the narrative developed by details 
that describe and explain the narrative elements (character, action and 
setting)? 

1 ■ vague or sketchy de^■:.*ls that add little to the clarity of the 

response or specific details but too few to be called list-like 

2 - details that are clear ar.d specific but are list-lika, or uneven, or 

not developed 

3 - somewhat developed details thai enhance the clarity of the response 

CX)NVENTIONS: To what extent does the student use the conventions of 
standard written English (e.g., sentence formation, spelling, usage, 
capitalization, punctuation)? 

1 - many t- rors 

2 " some errors 

3 » few errors 
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CONNECTICUT MASTSftV TEST 



WftlTtNGSAMFU 



■^Q^ft i)rr><>\ f— g Ynw.r\ «/ jjYaif K up l' Vf\ 



S^^fW>l*r^j. ^» ■fo <fe>nfS /qqi^ . <\i~ 

^0^4 '"Aounfut Vlr^-. ^ e<A> W.^ kui br^ 

_i5L£u.L ht(0 1> ^c^i_e ^^et^t . . 



FOCUS - 1 
ORGANIZATION - ? 
SUPPORT/EUBORATION - 1 
CONVEMTIONS » 2 
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CONNECTICUT MASTHY TEST 



WRITING SAMPU 



C:P.^r [i, r^ ,'\l *^^J>i C^npl-^ tfnr^ ^^C-Cy^y-fn-^ jjlsT^^.i, 



-f tJ'ifl j r^^ ■// 



FOCUS " 3 
ORCANUATION « 2 
SUPPORT/KJ.ABOBvVnON - 2 
CONVENTa.VS « i 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST 



WRITING SAMPLE 



\ o . O. ^ 1 1 ^ . . O^- - J . \V . . - TJ 1 



ou4- he>n. t^K^q <;We-l-. ^e^Lj fiirrjali./ 



TT 'rn OqIa?g V? //,:llgrl. I'herP are. 4^ 



jr'rn 3Q^A?5 V? go. 4- /Allied. l7\&rG ryrv. -k? 



»^qnvj A^S^so■s-e5 rv4 hpno jno. People. 
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b 



g qr ^ l Dc=>. fx>\e 4oQo-)-o4>io Qoch n/y^- 

plc/y , ba ll eogQ^ «^A -w.^-Qv^(^ r q ILI: _ 



-Cuj ba ll eogA/ ^c ^u^ Qv^f r qI L 



FOCUS - 3 
ORGANIZATION - 3 
SUPPORr/EUBCRATION - 3 
CONVENTIONS - 3 



I 
I 
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C0NNHCTICU7 MA5T6RY 1EST WRITING SAMPL6 



U1 



0. <r 



FOCI'S - J 
ORGANIZATION - : 
SUPPORT/F.UBORATION 
CONVENTIONS " 1 
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APPENDIX G 

Sample Grade Eight Mastery Test Score Reports 

0 Class Diagnostic Report 

- Mathematics 

0 School by Class Report 

- Mathematics 

0 District by School Report 

- Mathematics 

0 Class Diagnostic Report 

- Language Arts 

0 School by Class Report 

- Language Arts 

0 District by School Report 

- Language Arts 

0 Parent/Student Diagnostic Report 



ItmP. psychological Co>*poratiOn 



COTMECnCUT HASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



HATHEHATZCS PART 1 OF 2 




PAGE 1 



TEACHER t ND 

GROUP COOEt 75d21 

SCHOOL t H 
SCHOOL CODEt 

DXSTRZCTt B DXSTRICT 
DZSTRZCT COOEt 

TEST OATEt 10/90 

NMER OF STUDENTS TESTED t 

NUrOER OF STUDENTS NEEDING 
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS 



N\ 



N\ N> 



GRADE : 06 



FORM I 



23 



IN HATHEHATICS t 6 
OBJECTIVES 


MASTERY \ ^ 
CRITERIA \ 
• OF ITEMS^ 
CORRECT \ 


\ 
\ 


\ 


\ 
\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 
\ 


\ 


\ 
\ 


\ 


\ 
\ 


\ 
\ 


\ 
\ 














CLASS 


SCHOOL 


DISTRICT 


\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 


\ 
















f/X 




CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 














































1. Ord«r fractions 


3 of ^ 


2 


1 


3 




0 


2 


3 


1 


2 


5 


1 


4 


3 


0 


Z 


4 


4 


4 


10/ 43 


17/ 39 


503/ 45 


2. Or<kr daoimtlt 


3 of ^ 


2 


3 






t 




2 


2 


3 


4 


2 


4 


3 


2 


2 


4 


1 


4 


13/ 57 


23/ 52 


621/ 56 


3. Rocrtd Mhola numbart 


5 of 4 




2 


2 






3 






4 


4 


2 


4 


4 


4 


4 


4 


4 


4 


19/ 63 


36/ 62 


939/ 65 


^. Round dtciiMlt to tha nsarott 1» .It .01 


3 of 4 




1 


2 




1 


3 


3 


3 


4 


4 


2 


4 


3 


3 


3 


4 


3 


4 


16/ 70 


24/ 55 


659/ 59 


5. Mult/div tnhola t't/doo by 10 » 100 » 1000 


3 of 4 




3 


3 




3 


2 


3 


2 


3 


3 


1 


4 


n 


2 


3 


4 


0 


4 


16/ 70 


26/ 64 


657/ 59 


6* Identify f r»o/dM/p«roontt from pioturas 


3 of ^ 


0 


1 


3 


2 


3 


1 


3 


3 


2 


4 


2 


3 


3 


1 


2 


3 


3 


4 


12/ 52 


21/ 46 


436/ 39 


7. Convart fractions — dacimalt 


3 of ^ 


3 


3 


1 




3 


1 


2 


2 


3 


3 


3 


2 


4 


3 


3 


3 


3 


4 


16/ 70 


29/ 66 


702/ 63 


S* Convttrt f f^aj3tionft/daoiiMlft*~p#rcantft 


3 of ^ 


z 


1 






1 


2 


3 


3 


3 


3 


1 






2 


4 


4 


3 


4 


15/ 65 


2i/ 59 


617/ 56 


9. Idaniify point* on • linaft/toalat/grida 


3 of ^ 


z 


2 


3 




2 






3 


3 


4 


2 


4 


3 


2 


4 


4 


4 


4 


18/ 76 


36/ 62 


962/ 67 


10. Idantify ratios and fraotional parts 


3 of ^ 


2 


3 


2 




1 


2 


3 




3 


3 


2 


4 


3 


2 


3 


4 


0 


3 


14/ 61 


27/ 61 


690/ 62 


11. Idantify procacVira^f rao/dao astiniation 


3 of ^ 


1 


Z 


2 


3 


2 




3 


2 


4 


2 


2 


3 


3 


4 


4 


4 


3 


4 


14/ 61 


27/ 61 


626/ 57 


COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 














































12. Add and sii>traot whola numbars 


3 of ^ 


3 


<> 






3 






4 


4 


3 


3 


3 


2 


4 


3 


4 


4 


4 


22/ 96 


41/ 95 


1046/ 94 


13. Multiply and divida whola numbara 


3 of ^ 




3 












4 


4 


4 


3 


4 


4 


4 


4 


4 




4 


23/100 


43/100 


1054/ 93 


K. Add and subtraot daoimals 


3 of ^ 


4 




3 




0 


1 




4 


4 


4 


0 


4 


4 


0 


4 


4 




4 


17/ 74 


32/ 74 


923/ 63 


15. |d corr placa of dac point in mult/div 


3 of <^ 


3 


3 


3 






2 




4 


1 


4 


1 


4 


4 


4 


4 


4 




4 


16/ 76 


30/ 70 


660/ 59 


16. Add/sii)traot fractions and mixad numbers 


3 of ^ 


0 


2 


0 


2 


2 


0 


2 


3 


1 


4 


0 


1 


4 


1 


2 


3 




4 


6/ 26 


13/ 30 


374/ 34 


17. Multiply fractions and mixad rHjnbars 


3 of ^ 


2 


1 


2 


2 


0 


2 


1 


1 


2 


2 


2 


4 


2 


2 


1 


3 




2 


3/ 13 


6/ 14 


304/ 27 


16. Oatarmina tha parcant of a numbar 


5 of 4 


1 


2 


0 




2 


3 




0 


3 


0 


1 


0 


4 


0 


2 


4 




4 


6/ 35 


IX/ 26 


373/ 34 


19. Est sum/diff of whola «'s and daoimals 


3 of ^ 


2 


3 


2 




1 


2 


3 


1 


3 


3 


2 


4 


4 


1 


3 


4 




4 


14/ 61 


20/ 47 


635/ 57 


20. Est prod/quot of whola t*s and daoimala 


3 of ^ 


3 


Q 


1 




0 


3 


1 


2 


1 


3 


1 


4 


1 


2 


1 


4 




4 


9/ 59 


12>' 26 


403/ 


21. Est fraa parts/parcants of whola t's 


3 of ^ 


0 


0 


2 


4 


0 


3 


3 


0 


2 


3 


1 


2 


2 


1 


3 


3 




2 


7/ 30 


ijy 26 


367/ 33 



NUMBER/PERCENT 
OK STLTOENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



K INDICATES A SCOf^fi 0£LOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD 
THIS STUDENT MUST r^CCErvE FURTHER DIAGNOSIS 



A - ABSENT 
V - VOID 
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CONNECTXCUr NASTfRV TESTXN8 PROGRAM 



SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT 



ITHE PSVCHOlOGtCAl COHPOnATlON 

i 5 



GRADES 06 



fOWi 0 
H 

e OXSTRZCT 



SCHOOL! 
SCHOOL COOEt 

ozsmcTt 

DISTRICT CODE I 

TEST DATEt XO/fO 

SoorM Indieata Numbvr/Ptrcttnt of 

•tudanit Mttaring Mch objactivs 



75851 



7S621 



NUMBER OF STtJDENTS TESTEO 



OBJECTIVES 



PROSLEH SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS 
22. Add/tiii/iiiuXi/div with t cftlcuUtor 
Iniarprat grmpht^ itbliit »nd charts 
Solva l-» 2-*ti«p prob-'iihole t't/daoiiiMlt 
Solve 1* and 2-tiap p<^lont-fraotiont 

26. Solva problMt involving mMsuromont 

27. Solva probt with alMwnttry probability 
Eaiinaia a raaaonabla antwar 
Solva problana with axiranaout info 
Idaniify naadad infonnaiion in problana 
Solva prooaaa problaaia - organizing data 



23. 
24. 
25. 



28. 
29. 
50. 
SI. 



MEASUREMENT AND 6E0HETRV 

32. Idanilfy figuraa using gaoiiatric tamta 

33. Haaaura/dataraina pcrimaiara/araaa 

34. Eat langth/araa/Voluna/angla mraaura 

35. Piok approp nairio/ouai naaauraa I trtita 

36. Convaraion within aaaaui^aiiani ayatama 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 



of 4 
of 4 
of 4 
of 4 
of 4 



AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



NUmER>TERCENT OF STUDENTS 6EL0H REMEDIAL STA.'^ARD* 



23 



23/100 
14/ 61 
15/ 65 
6/ 55 
3/ 13 
10/ 43 
17/ 74 
a/ 55 
6/ 35 
a/ 35 



6/ 26 
2/ 9 
11/ 4B 
16/ 70 
3/ 13 



21 



t/X 



21/100 
10/ 46 
9/ 43 

5/ 24 
5/ 24 
7/ 33 
15/ 65 
6/ 29 
6/ 36 
5/ 14 



11/ 52 
2/ 10 
9/ 43 

11/ 52 
6/ 29 



19.2 



6/ 26 



16.4 



10/ 50 
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MATHEMATICS 

PART 2 OF 2 




SCHOOL 



44 



t/X 



17.9 



16/ 37 



DISTRICT 



1121 



44/130 


1069/ 


96 


24/ 


55 


722/ 


65 


24/ 


55 


651/ 


58 


13/ 


30 


390/ 


55 


8/ 


18 


204/ 


18 


17/ 


59 


475/ 


43 


50/ 


70 


790/ 


71 


14/ 


52 


457/ 


41 


16/ 


56 


60F/ 


54 


11/ 


25 


373/ 


35 


17/ 


59 


434/ 


39 


4/ 


9 


176/ 


16 


20/ 


45 


551/ 


49 


27/ 


61 


757/ 


66 


9/ 


20 


536/ 


50 



19.4 



544/ 31 
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COMECTZCUr HASTERY TESTING PROGRAH 



DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT 



GRADE 9 OS FORHt 0 



DISTRICT: B DISTRICT 

DISTRICT COOEt 

TEST DATE J 10/90 

Scoraa indicate Nu^bcr/Parcont of 

•tudantt mattaring •ao^> obj«<.tiv« 



SCHOOL 0 



SCHOOL C 



SCHOOL B 



SCHOOL A 



NUreER OF SIliDENTS TESTED 



OBJECTIVES 



CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 
It Ordor fr»otiont 
2. Ordtr deoimals 

5. Round Mholn numbers 

4« Round dMlmalt to th^ nttsratt 1» .1» .01 
5« Hult/div wKola C*t/doc by 10* 100» 1000 

6. Identify f r«c/d«o/p«rc«ntt from piotur«t 

7. Convart fractions— dacima It 

a, Convart fraotiont/dooimalt--p«rc«nts 
9. Identify points on • llnat/scalas/gride 

10. Identify ratioft and fractional parts 

11. Idantify prooadura«*frao/dao aatimation 

COHPUTATXONAL SKILLS 

12. Add and subtract Nhola ntnibars 
IS. Hultiply and divida wfwla n^jnbars 

14. Add and subtract dacimals 

15. Id oorr placa of dao point in mult/div 

16. Add/sii>traot fractions and nixed nur^rs 

17. Multiply fractions and mixad numbars 

18. Datarmina tha parcant of a numbar 

19. Est suM/diff of Mhola t*s and dacimals 

20. Est prod/c^iot of whola t^s and dacimals 

21. Est frao parts/parcants of Mhola t's 



COPY 01 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



4 
4 



of 

Of 

of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of U 
of 4 
of 



of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 



17/ 59 
25/ 52 
56/ 62 
24/ 55 
28/ 64 
21/ 48 
29/ 66 
26/ 59 
56/ 62 
27/ 61 
27/ 61 



41/ 95 
45/100 
52/ 74 
50/ 70 
15/ 50 
e/ 14 
11/ 26 
20/ 47 
12/ 28 
11/ 26 



44 



9/X 



70 
91 

75 



59/ 69 
58/ 86 

44/100 
40/ 91 
55/ 80 
51/ 
40/ 
52/ 
42/ 95 
45/ 96 
57/ 64 



44/100 
45/ 96 
56/ 82 
57/ 64 
29/ 66 
57/ 84 
27/ 61 
58/ 66 
26/ 59 
21/ 46 



44 



i/X 



14/ 52 
16/ 41 
52/ 75 
24/ 55 
£1/ 46 
17/ 59 
20/ 45 
25/ 57 
40/ 91 
2V 66 
16/ 41 



40/ 91 
45/ 96 
51/ 70 
26/ 59 
20/ 45 
20/ 45 
17/ 59 
17/ 59 
12/ 27 
15/ 54 



156 



9/X 



56/ 44 
81/ 61 

114/ 86 
90/ 68 
79/ 59 
64/ 48 
95/ 70 
77/ 58 

120/ 
95/ 
96/ 



90 
70 
72 



129/ 96 
120/ 90 
116/ 87 
60/ 50 
56/ 42 
50/ 57 
49/ 57 
76/ 58 
62/ 46 
55/ 41 



ITHE PSVCHOiO(;iCAI,CO(IPOHA110H 

Paga 1 



SCHOOL E 



74 



27/ 57 
41/ 56 
67/ 9 
49/ 67 
49/ 67 
29/ 40 
48/ 66 
41/ 56 
65/ 66 
40/ 55 
46/ 65 



67/ 92 
68/ 95 
66/ 90 
44/ 60 
17/ 25 
12/ 16 
29/ 40 
49/ C7 
25/ 54 
29/ 40 



SCHOOi, F 



75 



25/ 52 
55/ 45 
62/ 85 
44/ 60 
56/ 49 
20/ 27 
57/ 51 
51/ 42 
62/ 85 
44/ 60 
55/ 45 



69/ 96 
65/ 89 
60/ 62 
52/ 44 
11/ 15 
11/ 15 
15/ 18 
41/ 56 
20/ 27 
16/ 22 



MATHEMATICS 

PART 1 OF 2 




SCHOOL 5 



52 



f/X 



15/ 42 
11/ 55 
20/ 65 

8/ 26 
12/ 59 

8/ : 
15/ 48 
17/ 55 
21/ 66 
15/ 46 
10/ 52 



29/ 94 
26/ 64 
27/ 6 V 
8/ 26 
4/ 15 
1/ 
6/ 
16/ 52 
4/ 15 
4/ 15 



5 
19 



SCHOOL H 



145 



f/X 



G5/ 45 
80/ 56 

120/ 65 
77/ 55 
76/ 55 
55/ 57 
90/ 65 
67/ 47 

117/ 81 
85/ 58 
60/ 56 



156/ 94 
152/ 92 
118/ 62 
86/ 60 
48/ 55 
5V 22 
45/ 50 
67/ 47 
45/ 50 
47/ 55 



DISTRICT 



1121 



f/X 



505/ 45 
6ei/ 56 
959/ 85 
659/ 59 
657/ 59 
456/ 59 
702/ 65 
617/ 56 
962/ 67 
690/ 62 
626/ 57 



10 <^/ 94 
1054/ 95 
925/ 65 
^60/ 59 
574/ 54 
50<»/ 27 
575/ 54 
655/ 57 
405/ 56 
567/ 55 
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corwcTXcur hastery tcstxno progiwi 



District by school report 



GRADE ( 06 



ITHC PSVCHOLOUI 



CORPORATION 



FORM] 0 



SCHOOL 0 



DISTRICT I 8 DISTRICT 

DISTRICT COOEt 

TEST DATE) 10/9D 

SoorAt Indicaia Nup6cr/Parx«ii of 

ttucknit Mttsring aach objactiva 



SCHOOL C 



SCHOOL B 



SCHOOL A 



NU»ER OF STUOEMTS TESTED 



OBJECTIVES 



PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS 

22. Add/tub/mult/div with • calculator 

23. Intarprat graphs » tables and charts 

24. Solva 1«» 2-ttap prob-whola f *t/daciRals 

25. Solva 1- and 2-st«p problatnt-traotions 

26. Solvs problamt involving Rwasurainant 

27. Solva probs with alamantary probability 

28. Esti«at« 1 raasonabla antwar 

«9. Solva problwns with axtranaous info 
50. Idantify naad a d information in problams 

31. Solva procass problams - organizing data 

HEASUflEHENT AND GEOMETRY 

32. Idantify figuras uting geoAiatric tarms 

33. Maatura/d*tar«ina pa rima tart/areas 

34. Est l«ngth/araa/voltna/angla maasura 

35. Pick approp matrio/cutt maaturas I units 

36. Convarsion within maasurafliant ayttan* 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



of 4 
of 4 
of 4 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 
of 



4 
4 



of <« 
of 4 
of 4 
of 4 
of 4 



44 



AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



NUMBER/PERCENT OF STVOENTS BELOH REMEPIAL STANDARD* 



« RMwdial Standard it 76 of 144 I tans Corraot. 



44/100 
24/ 55 
24/ 55 
13/ 30 
8/ 18 
17/ 39 
30/ 70 
14/ 32 
16/ 36 
11/ 25 



17/ 39 
4/ 9 
20/ 45 
27/ 61 
9/ ZO 



44 



17.9 



16/ 37 



44/100 
36/ 82 
43/ 98 
32/ 73 
18/ 41 
26/ 64 
40/ 91 
36/ 62 
34/ 77 
25/ 



%Z/ 73 
22/ 50 
35/ 80 
35/ 80 
19/ 43 



28.1 



0/ 0 



44 



SCHOOL E 



136 



40/ 91 
22/ 50 
22/ 50 
15/ 34 
5/ 11 
19/ 43 
30/ 68 
12/ 27 
52/ 73 
11/ 25 



17/ 59 
£/ 14 
18/ 41 
25/ 57 
12/ 27 



17.8 



17/ 59 



128/ 96 
89/ 66 
86/ 64 
57/ 45 
25/ 17 
71/ 55 
9V 74 
57/ 45 
72/ 54 
49/ 57 



52/ 59 
29/ 22 
70/ 52 
87/ 65 
46/ 56 



74 



20.6 



53/ 25 



72/ 97 
50/ 68 
49/ 66 
22/ 50 
15/ 
25/ 54 
51/ 70 
50/ 41 
■>0/ 54 
26/ 58 



54/ 46 
9/ 12 
41/ 55 
51/ b9 
20/ 27 



SCHOOL F 



75 



t/X 



19.6 



18/ 25 



67/ 92 
58/ 52 
27/ 57 
14/ 19 
11/ 15 
24/ ^5 
49/ 67 
22/ 50 
55/ 48 
17/ 25 



20/ 27 
15/ 18 
25/ 54 
42/ 58 
25/ 54 
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SCHOOL G 



52 



51/100 
19/ 61 
11/ 55 
5/ 16 
5/ 10 
12/ 59 
22/ 71 
14/ 45 
14/ 45 
11/ 55 



10/ 52 
2/ 6 
19/ 61 
15/ 48 
4/ 13 



16.5 



58/ 52 



15.4 



SCHOOL H 



145 



156/ 94 
96/ 67 
65/ 59 
46/ 52 
27/ 19 
45/ 50 

105/ 75 
65/ 45 
81/ 56 
48/ 55 



59/ 41 
20/ 14 
56/ 59 
105/ 73 
45/ 50 



18.6 



12/ 41 



46/ 54 




DISTRICT 



1121 



9/X 



1U69/ 96 
722/ 65 
651/ 58 
590/ 55 
204/ 18 
475/ 45 
790/ 71 
467/ 41 
605/ 54 
575/ 55 



454/ 59 
176/ 16 
551/ 49 
757/ 66 
556/ 50 



19.4 



544/ 31 
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ERIC 



ITME PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TiSTZNO PROGRAH 



CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



LANGUAGE ARTS 



TEACHER: N D 

GROUP CODES 50831 

SC»}OGL: H 
SCHOOL CODE: 

DISTRICT: B DISTRICT 
DISTRICT CODES 

TEST DATES 10/90 

NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED s 

NUr«ER OF STUDENTS NEEDING 
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS 
IN WRITING ! 
IN READING l 

OBJECTIVES 



23 



WRITING MECHANICS 

1. Capitalization and Pirtctuation 

2. Spoiling 

3. Agrttomoni 
Tono 

STUDY SKILLS 

5. Locating Inforfflation 

6. Nototaking and Outlining 
LISTENING COMPREHENSION 

7. Litoral 

8. Inforcntlal and Evaluative 

READING COMPREHENSION 

9. Litcpi^l 

10. Inferential 

11. Evaluative 



TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



HOLISTIC MEASURES OF WRITING AND READING 



WRITING SAMPLE 

4HIANALYTIC SCORES: 



FOCUS 

ORGANIZATION 
SUPPORT/ELABORATION 
CONVErfTlONS 



DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRP) 




PAGE 1 



GRADES 08 FORM] 0 




NUMBER/PERCENT 
OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



CLASS 


SCHOOL 


DISTRICT 


9// 


9/'A 


t/JC 


21/ 9B 


37/ 


86 


573/ 


52 


23/100 


<^2/ 


95 


817/ 


75 


22/100 


^1/ 


95 


692/ 


61 


KZ/lOO 


<kZ/ 


98 


821/ 


75 


22/100 




96 


798/ 


73 


22/100 


39/ 


91 


6^5/ 


60 


18/ 78 


26/ 


59 


<^57/ 


42 


15/ 65 


23/ 


52 


356/ 


33 


22/ 96 


37/ 


8<^ 


6?;/ 


61 


21/ 91 


37/ 


8^ 




40 


21/ 91 


36/ 


82 

jar 


390/ 

3 f\C 


35 



OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



10.1 



9.2 



6.3 



NUMBHR/PERCENT OP STUDENTS 
BELOW REMEDIAL STANDARDS 



0/ 0 



2/ 5 



186/ 17 



0/ 0 



0/ 0 



474/ 43 



« rNDlCATES A SCORE BElOW THE REMEDJAL STANDARD THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER DJAGNOSrS A - AfVafc'. 

Mil ANALYTIC SCORES ARE GIVEN ONLY FOR THOSE STUDENTS WHO SCORED AT OR BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD V - YOl' 
1 " NEEDS nCMEDlAL ASSrS^ANCE 2 " BOROERirNg PERFORMANCE 3 » SATISPACTQRY PERPOt^MANCE N$^ 
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en 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTZNB PROGRAM 



SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT 



ITHE f>SYCMOlOG»CAl,CO«POftATlON 

Pmgm I 



GRADE I 00 FORM! 0 

SCHOOL I H 
SCHXL CODE: 

DISTRICT I B DISTRICT 

DISTRICT CODE: 

TEST DATE? 10/90 

Scores indioata Nu(ib«p/P«rc«nt of 

•tutiantt Hwstaring Mch objactiva 



50641 



50631 



NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 



OBJECTIVES 



HRITINQ MECHANICS 

1» Capitalization and Pinotuation 
Z, Spall log 

3, Ag r aaiwant 

4, Tona 
STUDY SKILLS 

5. Locating Infomiation 

^. Notataking and Outlining 
LISTENING COMPREHENSION 
7, Litaral 

6. Infarantial and Evai'^tiva 
READING COMPREHENSION 

9. Litaral 

10. Infarantial 

11. Evaluativa 



MASTERY 
CRITERIA 



23 



21 



9 of 


12 


21/ 95 


16/ 


76 


6 of 


6 


23/100 


19/ 


90 


11 of 


15 


22/100 


19/ 


90 


3 of 


4 


22/100 


20/ 


95 


9 of 


12 


22/100 


20/ 


95 


3 of 


4 


?.2/100 


17/ 


81 


3 of 


4 


18/ 78 


8/ 


38 


12 of 


16 


15/ 65 


8/ 


38 


6 of 


6 


22/ 96 


15/ 


71 


10 of 


14 


21/ 91 


16/ 


76 


10 of 


14 


21/ 91 


15/ 


71 
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UNGUAGE ARTS 



SCHOOL 



itRomadial Standard ia 4 for Writing. 
«*Ra«adial Standard ia 55 DRP Uhita for Raading. 
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AT STATED LEVEL 


WRITING SAMPLE 

NUMBER/PERCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT ISt 


HOLISTIC 
SCORE 


t/X 


1 

tyy. 1 












t/y 


9/y 


Hall writtan with dovalopad •i4:!portiva datail 
Ganarally wall organixad with a^frportiva datail 
Minl'Mlly prof ioiant 
BaloM tha ramadial standard* 


7 or 8 
5 or 6 
4 

2 or 3 


8/ 38 
11/ 52 
2/ 10 
0/ 0 


8/ 38 
11/ 52 
0/ 0 
2/ 10 














16/ 38 
22/ 52 
2/ 5 
2/ 5 


83/ 0 
473/ 44 
335/ 51 
188/ 17 


DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRPT 
NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS 


ORP UNIT 
SCORE 


t/y. 


t/y 














t/y 


t/y 


At/abova tha raading goal for bagirf^^ng grada 08 
Balow tha raading goal for bagiming grada 08 
but abova tha ranadial standard 
BaloH tha ranadial standard** 


62« 
55 to 61 

BELOW 55 


23/100 
0/ 0 

0/ 0 


19/ 90 
2/ 10 

0/ 0 














42/ 95 
2/ 5 

0/ 0 


345/ 31 
262/ 26 

474/ 43 


AVERAGE NUmUR OF OBJECT TVES MASTERED IN LANGUAGE ARTS 
AVERAGE HOLISTIC WRinNG SCORE 
AVERAGE DRP UNIT SCORE 


10.1 
6.1 
71 


8.2 
5.9 
68 














9.2 
6.0 
69 


6.3 
4.6 

56 



44 



t/y 



37/ 66 
42/ 95 
41/ 
42/ 98 

42/ 93 
39/ 91 

26/ 59 
23/ 52 

37/ 84 
37/ 64 
36/ 82 



DISTRICT 



s 

V 

> 

-4 

o 



1126 



t/y 



573/ 52 
617/ 75 
892/ 61 
621/ 75 

798/ 73 
645/ 60 

457/ 42 
356/ 33 

677/ 61 
440/ 40 
390/ 35 
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COTMECTICUT HASTERV TESTINO PROGRAM 



DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT 



■THE PSYC»4Ot0nK:A»,CWP3«ATION 

»1 



Pag* 



GRADE : 08 



FORMt D 



SCHOOL D 



DISTRICT t B DISTRICT 

DISTRICT CODEi 

T^ST DMTEt 10/90 

Scores indicats hfcJuber/Porceni of 

tiiidents mastoring etch objective 






SCHOOL C 








SCHOOL 


F 








SCHOOL B 












SCHOOL 


6 






















SCHOOL H 




SCHOOL A 


















DISTRICT 


NIM^ER OF STUDENTS TESTED 


44 


44 


44 


137 


74 


71 


31 


149 




1126 


08iECTXVES 


MASTERY 
CRITERIA 


•/X 


•/X 


•/X 


•/X 






t/X 


t/X 




•/X 


WRITING MECHANICS 

1. Capitalizetion mtvi Pmotuetion 

2. Spelling 

3. Agreement 

4. Tone 
STUDY SKILLS 

5. loceting Informetion 

6. Noteteklng end OLitllning 
LISTENING COHF>REHENSION 

7. literel 

8. Inferentiel end Eveluetlve 

READING COMPREHENSION 

9. literel 

10. Inferentiel 
11* Evaluative 


9 of 12 
6 of 8 

11 of 15 
3 of 4 

9 of 12 ' 
3 of 4 

3 of 4 

12 of 16 

6 of 8 
10 of 14 
10 of 14 


37/ 86 
42/ 95 
41/ 95 
42/ 98 

42/ 98 
39/ 91 

26/ 59 
23/ 52 

37/ 84 
37/ 84 
36/ 62 


35/ 60 
42/ 95 
44/100 
41/ 93 

42/ 95 
40/ 91 

29/ 66 
26/ 59 

39/ 89 
35/ 60 
24/ 55 


26/ 64 
29/ 66 
37/ 64 
40/ 91 

35/ 80 
25/ 57 

20/ 45 
8/ 18 

26/ 59 
17/ 39 
14/ 32 


59/ 45 
95/ 74 
105/ 80 
92/ 70 

94/ 74 
77/ 62 

47/ 37 
41/ 32 

60/ 60 
36/ 26 
45/ 34 


44/ 60 
50/ 72 
59/ 81 
51/ 70 

40/ 55 
29/ 42 

23/ 33 
26/ 36 

43/ 56 
23/ 31 
16/ 24 


23/ 32 
46/ 65 
46/ 66 
43/ 61 

44/ 62 
27/ 36 

24/ 34 
13/ 16 

31/ 44 
13/ 19 
12/ 17 


8/ 28 
27/ 90 
23/ 79 
24/ 83 

21/ 72 
16/ 55 

9/ 30 
8/ 27 

14/ 50 
6/ 21 
5/ 18 


77/ 53 
101/ 72 
113/ 77 
105/ 72 

95/ 65 
86/ 62 

64/ 45 
41/ 29 

95/ 66 
55/ 36 
54/ 38 




573/ 52 
817/ 75 
892/ 81 
821/ 75 

796/ 73 
645/ 60 

457/ 4£ 
356/ S3 

677/ 61 
440/ 40 
390/ 25 


HOLISTIC MEASURES OF WRITING AND READING 


#/% OF STUDENTS 
AT STATED LEVEL 


WRITING SA^fPLE 

NUMBER/PERCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT 


IS: 


HOLISTIC 
SCORE 


•/X 


•/X 


•/X 


•/X 


i/X 


i/X 


i/X 


•/X 




f/X 


Well written with developed sifsportlve deteil 
Generelly well organized with supportive deteil 
Minimelly proficient 
Below the remedial stendard* 


7 or 8 
5 or 6 
4 

2 or 3 


16/ 36 
22/ 52 
2/ B 
2/ 5 


12/ 27 
25/ 57 
5/ 11 
2/ 5 


0/ 0 
16/ 41 
10/ 23 
16/ 36 


7/ 5 
59/ 45 
50/ 36 
16/ 12 


4/ 6 
35/ 49 
21/ 30 
11/ 15 


4/ 6 
21/ 30 
24/ 34 
21/ 30 


2/ 6 
6/ 26 
13/ 42 
6/ 26 


13/ 9 
59/ 43 
45/ 33 
20/ 15 




63/ 8 
473/ 44 
335/ 31 
186/ 17 


DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRPT 
NUrfiER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS 


DRP UNIT 
SCORE 


t/X 


•/X 


%n 


•/;: 


t/;c 


•/X 


•/X 


•/X 




•/X 


At/ahove the reading goal for beginning grede 08 
Below the reading goal for beginning grede 08 
but ebove the remedlel stendard 
Below the remediel stendard** 


62« 
55 to 61 

BELOH 55 


42/ 95 
2/ 5 

0/ 0 


33/ 75 
4/ 9 

7/ 16 


6/ 19 
17/ 40 

16/ 42 


30/ 23 
36/ 27 

67/ 50 


15/ 20 
19/ 26 

40/ 54 


12/ 17 
11/ 15 

46/ 66 


2/ 7 
10/ 34 

17/ 59 


44/ 31 
39/ 27 

59/ 42 




345/ 31 
282/ 26 

474/ 43 


AVERAGE NUWER OF OOJECTIVES MASTERED 
AVERAGE HOLISTIC WRITING SCORE 
AVERAGE DRP UNIT SCORE 


IN LANGUAGE ARTS 


9.2 
6.0 
69 


9.0 
5.6 
65 


6.3 
4.0 
56 


5.9 
4.6 
54 


5.7 
4.6 
53 


^;.6 
4.2 
50 


5.6 
4.3 
51 


6.3 
4.7 
55 




6.3 
4.6 
56 


Copyright 1990> I9B7 by Comeoticut State Department of 
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^Remediel Standard is 4 for Writing. 
MMRemediel Stendard is 55 DRP Uhits for Reeding. 
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Connecticut 
Mastery Testing 
Program 



GRADE 8 




PARENT /STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



Vnur ihild s scortv'^ on ihv Coniun'ticut Maslory 'IVst aro n^poited inside. 

For a di'scriplion of ihv Connecticut Mastery 'I Vsting Pro^^Tanu see the back cover of this folder. 

For j^eiu'ial information about your local district *s testinj^ program, please contact your superintendent of schools. 

For further information on thi' Coiuu'clicut Mastery Testing Program, contact: (\)nnecticut State Department 
of Hducation. Student Assi'ssrui-nt and Testing. Rox 2219. Hartford. Connecticut ()614r>, (203) 566-4008. 
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ERIC 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 
GRADE 8 REPORT 
MATHEMATICS 




TEACHER: S I 
SCHOOL: M 
DISTRICT: N DISTRICT 



GRADF : 00 
TEST DATE: 10/90 
FORM: D 



SnjQENT OBJECTIVES ANALYSIS 
FOR 



C P 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 



CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 
O^ttM* frvoiicna 
Ordftr decimls 
toud MKoltt nuHb«r« 

Round dociiwls to ihm nearest whcle nuRiber» tenth and KrKiredth 
Multiply end divide i4wlri ni«d>ere end deoiMelt by 10 » 100 end 1000 
Idcfl-itify fractions! decimals and percents from pictorial represontatiotis 
rtiivttr^ frMiione to deoieela and vice varee 
Convert fractions and decimals to percents and vice versa 
Zdantify points on maiMr lines » scales end gride 
Identify ratios and fractional parts fron given data 

Zdantify an epproprieta proosdur^ for aekino estiaetes with deoiaels end fr^otions 
COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 
12. Add and eiibtreet whole nwbers less then 10»000 

13* Hcltiply end divide 2- and 3-digit whole nui^rs by 1- and 2-dlgit nun^ers 

14. Add and st^btraot deoiMls (to hindredthe) in horizontal fons 

15. Identify the correct placement of the decimal point in multiplication and divi&ion of decimals 
Add and subtr«ot f reotions and eixed nuebere 
Multiply frections and mixed nunbers 
toHniina the peroent of a nuber 

19. Estimate sums snd differences of whole nunbers and docimals including making c^iar>go 
^0. EeiiMio produots end quotients of Hhole nuMbers end deoinla 

21. Estimate fractional parts and percents cf whole norbers and money amounts 
PROBLEM SOLVXNO AND APPLXCATZONS I with oeloulator eveileble) 

22. Compute suns 9 differences) products snd quotients using e calculator 
Interpret Orepha* tebloa and otvrts 

Solve 1* and 2-step problsms involving whole nunbers and decimals includlt>g svaragiiig 
Solva 1- and i*stap problene involving freotione 
Solva problems involving measurement 
27* Solve probleaM involving eleaantery probebility 

28. Estimate a reasonable answer to a given problem (without calculator available) 

29. Solve problrsm with extraneous infonaetion 
Identify necxied information in problem siti»tions 
Solve prooeee problesw inmlving the orgenlzetlon of date 

MEASUREMENT AND GEOMETRY (with calculetor evellable) 
St. Zdantify figuree usit^ OMMtrio tersrs 

Measure and determine perimeters end areas 
Eetinete lengths > erees» voluaes end engle aeesures 
Select appropriate metric or customary measures snd uiits 



2, 
5« 
4. 
S. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 



17. 

ie« 



26. 



30. 
51. 



33. 
35. 



Make 



t oonversione Hithln system 



This student has mastered 34 out of 36 mathematic objectives arvd correctly answered 
131 out of 144 Items. 



MASTERY CRITERIA 



NUMBER CORRECT 



s 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


3 


of 


^ 


3 


of 


4 


s 


of 


4 


3 


of 




s 


of 


4 


3 


of 


<^ 


5 


of 


4 


3 


of 






of 




S 


of 


4 




of 




3 


of 


4 


5 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


« 
9 


OT 




3 


of 


4 


S 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


S 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


S 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


S 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


S 


of 


4 


S 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


S 


of 


4 


3 


of 


4 


S 


of 


4 



TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED (out of 36) 
rAJMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT (out of 144) 
(Remedial Standard is 78 of 144 items correct) 



34 
131 
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 
GRADE 8 REPORT 
LANGUAGE ARTS 




TEACHER: S Z 
SCHOOL : H 
DISTRICT: N DISTRICT 



GRADE: 
TEST DATE: 
FORM: 



08 

10/90 
0 



SnjDINT OBJECTIVES ANALYSIS 
FOR 



C P 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 



MASTERY CRITERIA 



NUMBER CORRECT 



STUDENT 
SCORE 



WRITING HECHANICS 

1. Capital laE»i ion and Ptnotuailon 

2. Spfllllng 

5. AgraaMnt (varb iana#> ai^iaoi-objaQi-varbt and pronoui r«f«hani) 
^. Tona 

STUDY SKILLS 

6. Looailng Infontatlon (6chadulaft> Maps* Indaxas* o^ossarlas* dlQilonarUfi > 

6. Notaiaklng and Outlining 

LISTENING COMPREHENSION 

7. Liiaral Cindaratanda ihm Manings of idaas olaarly aiaied by a spaakar) 

8. Infaraniial and Evaluaiiva (understands tha kh. lings of ideas not clearly stated^ but itnpliod) by a 
and la abla to aaKa critical judspiinta about thaa) 

READING COMPREHENSION 

9. Literal (tixtars tends tha meanings of ideas clearly stated within a passage) 

10. Infarantial (uxiara tends tha meanings of ideas not stated i but iinpliad» within a peasaga) 

11. Evaluative table to naka critical judsyients ebout statuments end inferences within e passage) 



kpoaker 



9 


of 


12 


10 


6 


of 


8 


8 


11 


of 


15 


15 


S 


of 






9 


of 


12 


10 


I 


of 






5 


of 


4 


5 


12 


of 


16 


11 


6 


of 


0 


6 


10 


of 


1^ 


15 


10 


of 


14 


11 



TOTAL NU(«ER OF OdJECTIVES MASTERED (out of 111 • 



10 



WRtTING SAMPLE 


\ 

STUDENT 
SCORE 


Holistio Hritir^ Soora (ReMdiel Standsrd is 4 of 8) 


4 


This student ie Minimally proficient in writing. 




V 


J 
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opyriRhl 1^*90 by (i)nfuHtnul bldU- Btwrd oi liiut.\Um 



DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRP)"^ 



ORP Unite IRamadiel Stand rd is 5S DRP Uhlts 
Reeding Coal ia 62 ORP Units) 



STUDENT 
SCORE 



71 



This student has aoor«d ebova tha rarding goal for beginning eis^th 
gredera. 
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PARENT/STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT 



Dear Parent: 

Inside you will find the results of the Connecticut Mastery Test administered to your child '-arlier this fall. The test results help to show 
you at^d the school district's professional staff how well your child is performing on those skills identified by the State of Connecticut as 
important for students entering eighth grade to have mastered. 

These tests are designed to determine the specific skill levels of students. The test results will be used to: 

— provide your school with information for use in assessing the prcjgress of individual students over time; 

— provide your school with information based on which improvements in the general instructional program can be made; and 

— provide information on appropriate basic skills remedial assistance for students so indicated. 

Mastery testing will occur each fall in grades four, six, and eight for all students and in high school for those students for whom retesting 
IS required. 

If you have any questions about these test results, please ask your child's teacher(s). The teacher(s) will share with you other observations 
and recommendations based on experience in working with your s(jn or daugtUer during the last several months. 

Description of the Tes^' 

Mathematics: The mathematics test assesses thirty-six {.\b) specific objectives in four general areas of: (1) Conceptual Understandings; 
:2) Comoutational Skills; O) F.^.»blem Solving/Applications; and (4) Measuremenl/Ck^ometry. Test items evaluate a student's ability to: order 
fractions and decimals; round wf.ole numbers and decimals; make convei.jcins among fractions, decimals and percents; compute with 
whole numbers, decimals and fractions; estimate with whole numbers, decimals and fractions; sol^e 1- and 2-step problems involving 
whole numbers, decimals, fractions, measuremcTit and elementary prc)bability (with a calculator available); estimate a reasonable answer 
to a problem; solve problen»s with extraneous information and identify needc^d information in problem situations; measure and/or estimate 
lengths, areas, volumes and angle measures; make measun'ment conversions; and select af)propriate measurement unics. 

Language Arts: The lar^-iuage arts test covers two gcnerai arenas: Reading/Ustening Ciomprehension, and Writing/Study Skills. There are 
eleven (11) objectives and two holistic measures, one in rt^^uiing and one in writing. 

The content of Readin g/Listening Comprehension consists of narrative, expository, and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring 
a student's reading c?ad listening ability in: (1) Literal Comp)rehension; (2) Inferential or Interpretive Comprehension; and (3) Evaluative or 
Critical Comprehension. Audio tapes are used to assess a student's listetiing comprehension ability. Also u^vd is the "Degrees of Reading 
Power ' (DRP) Test which includes eleven (11) passages and seventy-seven (77) test items. It is designed to measure a student's r^hility to 
understand nonficlion English prose on a graduated scale of reading difficulty. 

The content of Writing/Study Skills consists of three components. First, writing skills are directly assess(»d. A student is asked to write on 
a designated topic. The writing is judged on the student's demonstrated ability to c ofivey information in a coherent and organized fashion. 
Second, the test assesses the mechanics of good writing, which are defined as: (1) Capitalization and Punctuation; (2) Spelling; {]) Agree- 
ment; and (4) Tone. Finally the test assesses Study Skills, which have bc»en defined as Loc ating Information (n hedules, maps, index refer- 
ences, and dictionary usage) and Outlining and Notetaking. This part of the test measures a student's ability to find and use information 
from listed sources, and to make notes from audio tapes. 



Appendix H 
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Mathemati cs 



COTMECTZCUT HASTMY TESTZN6 PR06RAH 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



MATHEMATICS 
GRADP 8 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
MATH 


CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING 
AND APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT 
AND GEOMETRY 



TEST DATE: 10/90 




DISTRICT 


#OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 
O 
C 


E 
R 
G 


SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




ANSONIA 


124 


5 


6 


71 


82 


95 


76 


77 


69 


86 


89 98 


85 


82 


95 99 


95 


64 


60 


65 


76 


66 


65 


66 


99 


87 


92 


64 


35 


65 


66 


77 


85 


60 


56 


32 


73 


69 


47 


27.4 


1 


ASHFORD 


42 


6 


4 


88 


98 


96100 


85 


85 


95 


95 98 


93 


93 


63 95 


86 


81 


69 


71 


74 


93 


74 


90 


98 


93 


85 


80 


68 


83 


95 


88 


66 


73 


73 


63 


80 


95 


68 


30.7 


3 


AVON 


162 


4 


1 


87 


89 


97 


93 


91 


64 


92 


91 97 


94 


90 


98 99 


95 


66 


86 


73 


78 


91 


77 


80 


100 


95 


95 


86 


70 


91 


89 


93 


68 


73 


91 


71 


80 


94 


80 


31.6 


2 


BERLIN 


160 


4 


3 


79 


88 


99 


79 


79 


73 


80 


74 98 


81 


86 


96 99 


91 


79 


63 


57 


51 


89 


69 


66 


99 


91 


84 


68 


40 


64 


86 


81 


79 


59 


74 


35 


86 


77 


44 


27.4 


3 


BETHEL 


213 


4 


4 


86 


82 


92 


74 


64 


72 


83 


94 98 


89 


83 


98 99 


94 


68 


82 


87 


79 


94 


76 


70 


100 


93 


91 


70 


41 


69 


84 


80 


82 


64 


63 


56 


77 


82 


50 


29.2 




BLOOnrlELD 


187 


2 


4 


71 


76 


95 


67 


65 


62 


76 


76 94 


72 


73 


96 96 


85 


63 


48 


40 


56 


74 


49 


50 


100 


62 


78 


56 


26 


60 


75 


67 


68 


50 


S7 


26 


(lO 


76 


57 


24.1 


10 


BOLTON 


56 


4 


2 


88 


84 


98 


66 


91 


66 


91 


86 96 


91 


88 


95 98 


91 


89 


66 


75 


68 


96 


75 


73 


100 


66 


96 


82 


66 


60 


91 


93 


82 


70 


60 


59 


cc 


66 


63 


30.3 




BOZRAH 


30 


5 


3 


83 


67 


90 


77 


83 


73 


90 


90 97 


77 


80 


97100100 


83 


60 


73 


60 


87 


77 


60 


100 


90 


90 


73 


40 


70 


90 


63 


80 


70 


63 


50 


73 


83 


53 


28.1 




BRANFORD 


217 


4 


4 


82 


84 


96 


60 


85 


70 


86 


72100 


91 


84 


96 98 


93 


84 


64 


67 


57 


88 


66 


58 


100 


69 


67 


63 


43 


72 


85 


75 


80 


54 


66 


47 


66 


60 


53 


27.7 




BRIDGEPORT 


1121 


1 


7 


45 


56 


85 


59 


59 


39 


63 


56 87 


62 


57 


94 93 


83 


59 


34 


27 


34 


57 


36 


33 


96 


65 


58 


35 


18 


43 


71 


41 


54 


33 


39 


16 


49 


66 


30 


19.4 


n 


BRISTOL 


516 


5 


6 


68 


74 


91 


74 


69 


63 


81 


77 95 


74 


73 


95 97 


88 


66 


56 


51 


53 


86 


58 


58 


99 


66 


67 


60 


37 


65 


81 


71 


77 


53 


60 


30 


67 


76 


45 


25.5 




BROOKFIELD 


192 


4 


2 


91 


91 


95 


92 


61 


87 


69 


91 98 


92 


92 


95 96 


93 


71 


72 


56 


69 


94 


79 


74 


100 


94 


96 


78 


54 


85 


86 


88 


64 


63 


81 


56 


81 


88 


62 


30.0 




BROOKLYN 


69 


6 


5 


74 


71 


93 


73 


60 


63 


81 


72100 


75 


74 


94 98 


60 


72 


53 


52 


51 


87 


46 


57 


99 


69 


79 


56 


38 


60 


75 


63 


69 


46 


55 


42 


66 


82 


38 


25.2 




CANAAN 


11 


6 


4 


90 


70 


90100 


80 


60 


60 


90100 


70 


90 


82 91 


64 


73 


55 


36 


27 


91 


82 


55 


100 


91 


82 


62 


36 


64 


82 


73 


91 


55 


91 


36 


73 


82 


27 


27.0 




CANTERBURY 


69 


6 


3 


88 


81 


86 


80 


72 


75 


86 


87 99 


78 


84 


100100 


96 


77 


71 


70 


68 


88 


67 


68 


100 


84 


91 


71 


33 


78 


80 


78 


75 


51 


75 


51 


64 


61 


36 


27.9 




CANTON 


87 


4 


2 


83 


82 


94 


75 


84 


84 


91 


94 99 


87 


86 


94 99 


94 


74 


71 


76 


79 


92 


74 


80 


98 


91 


95 


68 


57 


78 


91 


62 


82 


57 


72 


71 


72 


69 


66 


29.6 




CHESHIRE 


277 


2 


2 


84 


85 


97 


82 


80 


73 


85 


83 98 


85 


66 


96 98 


91 


65 


65 


59 


66 


89 


75 


67 


98 


69 


86 


73 


54 


74 


89 


84 


83 


66 


59 


44 


76 


63 


57 


26.6 




CLINTON 


140 


5 


4 


81 


81 


94 


76 


76 


71 


77 


76 99 


61 


77 


96 96 


69 


71 


56 


44 


50 


82 


63 


56 


99 


69 


90 


62 


41 


66 


76 


76 


83 


51 


61 


35 


69 


77 


41 


26.1 




COLCHESTER 


108 


5 


5 


73 


64 


90 


69 


82 


59 


79 


73 98 


81 


63 


95 94 


85 


73 


41 


36 


50 


88 


66 


50 


100 


67 


86 


57 


33 


69 


85 


77 


81 


53 


52 


27 


69 


73 


33 


25.1 


11 


COLUMBIA 


47 


5 


3 


81 


91 


96 


89 


89 


77 


91 


87 98 


79 


91 


100 98 


85 


61 


72 


60 


83 


83 


83 


83 


100 


9a 


96 


74 


77 


72 


87 


65 


81 


72 


89 


77 


87 


67 


61 


30.6 




CORNWALL 


13 


6 


3 


100100100 


92100100100100100100100 


100100100100 


85100 


92100100100 


100100100 


77 


92 


92100100 


92100 


100 


92 


85100100 


35.0 




COVENTRY 


98 


4 


3 


86 


63 


92 


72 


77 


62 


78 


76 94 


63 


82 


94 96 


86 


60 


49 


34 


60 


87 


63 


63 


98 


90 


85 


66 


47 


67 


76 


69 


76 


62 


63 


35 


65 


87 


53 


26.1 




CROMWELL 


106 


4 


4 


83 


75 


98 


81 


73 


73 


76 


79 97 


84 


86 


100 97 


95 


67 


70 


45 


60 


90 


71 


66 


100 


90 


92 


70 


42 


76 


84 


66 


64 


59 


66 


41 


79 


83 43 


27.6 




DANBURY 


555 


3 


6 


67 


67 


92 


72 


69 


57 


74 


72 94 


72 


73 


94 94 


66 


64 


44 


32 


46 


76 


57 


51 


98 


82 


80 


52 


34 


61 


78 


65 


72 


48 


56 


31 


64 


60 


39 


24.0 


17 


DARIEN 


163 


2 


1 


91 


83 


95 


82 


68 


82 


89 


83 99 


88 


69 


98 99 


93 


81 


69 


66 


63 


93 


75 


70 


100 


93 


93 


76 


67 


76 


91 


85 


87 


63 


79 


55 


82 


90 


74 


29.9 


2 


DERBY 


82 


5 


6 


59 


56 


94 


52 


72 


40 


78 


56 90 


68 


72 


96 96 


79 


67 


29 


37 


40 


74 


40 


33 


99 


62 


78 


37 


26 


56 


82 


70 


70 


48 


48 


21 


56 


77 


37 


22.1 


13 


EASTFORD 


17 


6 


3 


82 


76 


68 


71 


71 


Hi 


88 


82 94 


82 


76 


100100 


86 


62 


29 


47 


29 


76 


71 


47 


94 


88 


88 


47 


29 


65 


76 


71 


82 


41 


47 


35 


59 


82 


2^ 


24.6 


6 


EAST CRANBY 


46 


4 


2 


85 


60 


96 


76 


76 


76 


85 


83 96 


76 


91 


100100 


93 


80 


64 


69 


73 


89 


82 


76 


100 


60 


96 


69 


56 


73 


93 


80 


93 


58 


76 


49 


76 


91 


60 


29.2 


2 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROCRAN 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PACE Z 



MATHEMATICS 
GRADE 8 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
MATH 


CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING 
AND APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT 
AND GEOMETRY 



TEST DATE 2 10/90 










\ V \ \ ^ 


DISTRICT 


STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 

O 
C 


E 
R 
G 


SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




EAST HADDAH 


72 


5 


4 


81 


84 


97 


77 


81 


71 


90 


90 


99 


79 


79 


96 


99 


95 


92 


85 


69 


76 


89 


76 


65 


100 


96 


89 


80 


49 


66 


95 


79 


76 


61 


59 


55 


71 


85 


59 


28.6 


3 


EAST HAHPTON 


1S7 


5 


3 


82 


60 


94 


77 


71 


68 


64 


86100 


77 


76 


95 


97 


89 


75 


62 


60 


52 


85 


70 


58 


99 


68 


90 


68 


47 


64 


79 


81 


66 


56 


62 


49 


72 


91 


52 


27.2 


6 


EAST HARTFORD 


S60 


2 


6 


69 


78 


94 


74 


70 


72 


82 


dO 


97 


84 


84 


98 


97 


90 


76 


58 


60 


64 


80 


67 


59 


99 


84 


62 


66 


59 


69 


83 


65 


65 


52 


60 


57 


74 


76 


46 


26.6 


7 


EAST HAVEN 


175 


2 


5 


71 


75 


94 


73 


72 


61 


72 


65 


96 


71 


74 


96 


97 


88 


74 


54 


46 


55 


82 


55 


54 


99 


88 


82 


57 


55 


74 


61 


70 


76 


61 


65 


25 


71 


72 


51 


25.5 


8 


EAST LYME 


157 


4 


2 


83 


79 


94 


86 


80 


75 


87 


87 


97 


89 


82 


95 


95 


89 


70 


62 


50 


64 


86 


66 


66 


99 


91 


94 


66 


51 


75 


85 


81 


65 


59 


61 


55 


75 


82 


60 


28.0 


6 


EASTON 


m6 


4 


1 


91 


88 


95 


83 


91 


78 


91 


86 


95 


91 


88 


94 


94 


92 


84 


75 


61 


69 


91 


77 


75 


98 


69 


91 


76 


56 


86 


84 


81 


69 


75 


77 


65 


78 


91 


72 


29.9 


6 


EAST WINDSOR 


71 


4 


5 


77 


70 


94 


76 


85 


65 


82 


79 


97 


85 


85 


100100 


85 


77 


66 


56 


52 


94 


75 


66 


100 


90 


82 


65 


51 


68 


90 


75 


65 


46 


59 


54 


69 


87 


49 


27.1 


4 


ELLINGTON 


1<^5 


4 


5 


88 


80 


95 


81 


65 


70 


69 


60 


96 


81 


85 


94 


99 


86 


79 


66 


48 


»\9 


86 


74 


64 


99 


65 


91 


70 


47 


76 


67 


74 


76 


66 


72 


59 


78 


87 


46 


27.7 


1 


ENFIELD 




3 


5 


77 


78 


96 


76 


78 


71 


74 


79 


95 


85 


85 


96 


98 


87 


71 


61 


46 


59 


0/ 


70 


64 


100 


90 


62 


64 


41 


76 


84 


75 


60 


57 


71 


48 


74 


66 


57 


27.2 


6 


FAIRFIELD 


4S2 


2 


2 


65 


83 


96 


83 


85 


73 


81 


79 


98 


84 


86 


95 


97 


89 


79 


61 


55 


59 


90 


76 


74 


99 


69 


91 


69 


52 


77 


69 


84 


66 


66 


74 


46 


78 


65 


50 


26.4 


6 


FARHINGTON 


201 


4 


2 


90 


6J 


99 


66 


65 


62 


92 


93100 


91 


88 


98 


99 


95 


91 


82 


80 


74 


95 


65 


78 


100 


95 


96 


64 


64 


80 


92 


89 


69 


72 


75 


74 


83 


69 


74 


51.2 


2 


FRANKLIN 


25 


5 


3 


68 


76 


92 


64 


76 


72 


80 


68100 


72 


66 


96 


84 


66 


56 


60 


52 


40 


88 


28 


68 


100 


66 


88 


48 


48 


80 


80 


84 


92 


60 


64 


28 


76 


60 


32 


25.6 


4 


GLASTONBURY 


S23 


4 


2 


85 


84 


96 


83 


86 


78 


84 


88 


97 


87 


89 


96 


94 


90 


81 


66 


63 


71 


8« 


79 


76 


100 


95 


92 


76 


66 


76 


86 


87 


69 


71 


79 


66 


74 


67 


69 


29.8 


5 


GRANfiY 


110 


^ 


2 


89 


81 


94 


85 


62 


75 


89 


86 


97 


95 


84 


96 


96 


91 


88 


69 


65 


61 


87 


74 


70 


99 


87 


92 


67 


55 


85 


90 


79 


62 


61 


76 


57 


77 


91 


56 


29.1 


4 


GREENWICH 


429 


2 


2 


84 


79 


97 


81 


86 


74 


85 


86 


96 


86 


81 


96 


98 


95 


79 


70 


70 


61 


86 


72 


68 


99 


69 


90 


75 


51 


72 


85 


81 


80 


61 


71 


55 


76 


84 


55 


28.6 


5 


GRISHOLD 


117 


4 


6 


70 


84 


96 


90 


82 


72 


84 


75 


94 


80 


82 


95 


95 


91 


81 


50 


22 


52 


80 


65 


49 


100 


86 


84 


56 


55 


56 


7^ 


75 


71 


57 


62 


20 


77 


74 


40 


25.6 


7 


GROTON 




3 


4 


69 


72 


93 


74 


75 


60 


81 


71 


96 


78 


75 


95 


94 


90 


75 


56 


55 


43 


82 


61 


51 


98 


62 


80 


57 


59 


64 


77 


61 


71 


50 


54 


50 


70 


80 


44 


25.1 


13 


GUILFORD 




4 


2 


88 


83 


97 


89 


61 


75 


85 


84 


98 


86 


87 


98 


98 


89 


84 


70 


56 


56 


89 


61 


60 


100 


91 


92 


72 


47 


76 


90 


85 


64 


65 


72 


55 


78 


76 


46 


28.6 


2 


HANOEN 


343 


2 


4 


76 


73 


94 


70 


74 


59 


74 


75 


96 


76 


78 


94 


93 


82 


71 


55 


45 


55 


79 


57 


61 


96 


85 


78 


57 


57 


65 


80 


70 


77 


52 


72 


44 


67 


78 


51 


25.5 


15 


HARTFORD 


1546 


1 


7 


42 


52 


81 


52 


55 


54 


60 


57 


62 


59 


51 


93 


93 


76 


57 


50 


26 


55 


55 


41 


34 


95 


60 


57 


55 


16 


42 


66 


59 


47 


50 


59 


16 


46 


58 


29 


18.6 


57 


HARTLAND 


20 


6 


3 


05 


50 


85 


60 


90 


80 


95 


85100 


90 


95 


95100 


60 


65 


60 


55 


50 


85 


70 


rO 


100 


90 


95 


70 


60 


85 


90 


75100 


50 


80 


25 


65 


65 


70 


28.5 


10 


KENT 


35 


6 


4 


71 


60 


94 


71 


77 


51 


77 


87100 


77 


77 


100 


94 


77 


65 


26 


26 


57 


94 


69 


65 


100 


94 


94 


49 


37 


7:'. 


69 


80 


77 


65 


80 


54 


85 


91 


46 


26.2 


3 


KILLINGLY 


199 


6 


6 


72 


70 


94 


76 


75 


62 


85 


85 


96 


79 


77 


95 


95 


85 


82 


52 


45 


44 


76 


62 


51 


98 


86 


86 


58 


56 


65 


74 


69 


75 


55 


68 


56 


72 


60 


51 


25.7 


6 


LEBANON 


69 


6 


4 


88 


72 


91 


62 


67 


75 


80 


67 


99 


75 


81 


96 


96 


86 


70 


54 


51 


64 


87 


65 


67 


97 


66 


96 


62 


51 


77 


83 


84 


76 


55 


61 


41 


78 


86 


56 


27.0 


4 


LEDYARD 


214 


4 


2 


80 


84 


95 


82 


65 


71 


85 


76 


99 


64 


82 


95 


94 


90 


76 


66 


56 


62 


8/ 


65 


64 


100 


69 


89 


65 


54 


74 


85 


79 


65 


52 


71 


56 


75 


86 


62 


27.9 


7 


LISBON 


49 


4 


5 


7£ 


57 


94 


61 


65 


65 


76 


71 


94 


8<: 


75 


98 


98 


96 


65 


65 


65 


35 


64 


55 


47 


96 


66 


88 


55 


55 


61 


76 


71 


73 


57 


59 


27 


75 


78 


55 


24.9 


14 


LITCHFIELD 


75 


6 


3 


77 


81 


93 


73 


67 


68 


85 


85 


96 


79 


85 


99100 


97 


85 


79 


61 


72 


92 


77 


69 


99 


92 


95 


77 


55 


71 


95 


80 


87 


66 


84 


47 


85 


75 


55 


28.9 


5 


HAOISON 


197 


5 


2 


69 


64 


99 


91 


87 


85 


91 


95 


98 


92 


90 


96 


99 


88 


65 


69 


55 


71 


91 


86 


78 


99 


97 


98 


83 


61 


66 


86 


92 


69 


70 


93 


74 


89 


84 


65 


30.9 


2 
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District 



STUDENTS 
TESTED 



SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



MANCHESTER 


^^3 


3 


4 


84 


74 


95 


71 


76 


70 


79 


78 


98 


81 


76 


97 


95 


85 


65 


51 


46 


48 


84 


57 


60 


99 


86 


84 


65 


39 


71 


81 


77 


76 


60 


64 


38 


74 


76 


47 


26.1 


10 


MANSFIELD 


111 


6 


4 


84 


91 


99 


76 


65 


as 


87 


88 


98 


86 


93 


97 


95 


91 


70 


76 


68 


83 


94 


85 


84 


100 


95 


92 


81 


59 


93 


90 


86 


91 


70 


70 


61 


87 


83 


66 


30.4 


5 


MERIOEN 


598 


3 


6 


60 


65 


90 


68 


67 


5^ 


67 


65 


92 


71 


69 


94 


94 


80 


63 


48 


38 


39 


70 


56 


46 


97 


78 


78 


50 


32 


54 


73 


58 


67 


45 


57 


30 


59 


72 


39 


22.8 


20 


MIDOLETOMN 


295 


S 


6 


69 


72 


89 


65 


70 


54 


74 


69 


95 


69 


73 


95 


96 


90 


7X 


40 


40 


45 


82 


53 


46 


99 


86 


78 


48 


31 


60 


79 


64 


74 


48 


49 


31 


64 


83 


39 


23.9 


16 


MILFORO 




3 


4 


75 


72 


93 


77 


77 


61 


r5 


77 


98 


82 


60 


97 


98 


89 


79 


65 


59 


53 


82 


65 


60 


98 


88 


85 


58 


43 


71 


85 


77 


82 


58 


63 


32 


69 


81 


48 


26.5 


6 


MONROE 


2^4 


^ 


2 


80 


84 


97 


8f 


76 


71 


84 


77 


98 


80 


84 


98 


97 


91 


88 


72 


61 


69 


88 


74 


72 


100 


89 


91 


71 


46 


69 


89 


82 


84 


65 


73 


47 


75 


81 


52 


28.4 


5 


MONTVILLE 


215 


4 


5 


71 


74 


94 


79 


78 


58 


63 


75 


96 


77 


77 


93 


97 


66 


77 


62 


60 


59 


80 


60 


55 


98 


85 


84 


64 


27 


59 


74 


69 


71 


58 


43 


33 


64 


73 


37 


25.3 


12 


NAUGATUCK 


297 


2 


6 


79 


82 


92 


71 


74 


67 


79 


78 


98 


75 


69 


95 


95 


89 


74 


65 


59 


68 


72 


63 


67 


98 


79 


78 


62 


35 


66 


77 


69 


70 


49 


64 


34 


70 


75 


46 


26.0 


9 


NEW BRITAIN 


^06 


3 


6 


50 


59 


87 


60 


55 


41 


56 


53 


89 


68 


54 


87 


87 


72 


57 


28 


19 


30 


60 


44 


34 


«6 


67 


61 


36 


18 


42 


64 


45 


52 


34 


34 


13 


50 


61 


31 


^8.9 


33 


NCW CANAAN 


191 


2 


1 


91 


82 


95 


82 


68 


81 


84 


85 


99 


86 


91 


97 


99 


95 


78 


74 


74 


70 


93 


75 


74 


99 


94 


97 


81 


51 


81 


87 


87 


89 


75 


75 


55 


86 


88 


55 


30.0 


2 


NEW FAIRFIELD 


162 


4 


2 


89 


78 


95 


76 


85 


76 


68 


81 


98 


83 


83 


98 


98 


92 


76 


73 


57 


67 


91 


71 


71 


99 


95 


94 


73 


54 


67 


87 


84 


80 


67 


75 


54 


cu 


87 


59 


28.8 


3 


NEW HAVEN 


1010 


1 


7 


51 


52 


81 


48 


60 


39 


58 


55 


87 


57 


52 


94 


69 


81 


51 


28 


22 


25 


63 


35 


29 


95 


67 


57 


31 


17 


41 


61 


40 


52 


27 


35 


18 


47 


57 


27 


18.4 


37 


NEHIN6T0N 


241 


2 


5 


82 


76 


97 


76 


80 


69 


79 


82 


96 


84 


85 


98 


98 


90 


72 


66 


61 


59 


91 


74 


67 


100 


89 


89 


66 


43 


72 


80 


76 


79 


61 


73 


33 


73 


83 


51 


27.5 


4 


ma LONDON 


207 


3 


fi 


57 


67 


67 


64 


57 


43 


68 


65 


96 


62 


56 


97 


94 


91 


67 


46 


37 


53 


71 


45 


42 


100 


77 


77 


50 


24 


41 


67 


6( 


60 


44 


43 


32 


57 


68 


38 


22.1 


19 


NEW MILFORD 


508 


5 


4 


76 


65 


94 


75 


62 


63 


78 


73 


95 


82 


75 


97 


97 


89 


80 


65 


58 


51 


84 


67 


56 


98 


90 


87 


62 


44 


64 


82 


74 


78 


54 


58 


43 


72 


81 


53 


26.4 


11 


NEWTOWN 


224 


5 


2 


85 


61 


97 


86 


79 


76 


88 


68 


97 


83 


85 




97 


92 


79 


66 


61 


71 


91 


71 


74 


98 


91 


91 


77 


55 


81 


85 


86 


89 


66 


75 


51 


80 


88 


58 


29.1 


8 


NORTH BRANFORD 


157 


4 


3 


71 


71 


94 


70 


66 


54 


78 


66 


97 


83 


80 


91 


94 


78 


55 


43 


43 


41 


80 


58 


53 


99 


82 


78 


53 


44 


65 


76 


64 


69 


46 


65 


33 


67 


8F 


55 


24.5 


11 


NORTH CANAAN 


28 


6 


4 


50 


57 


86 


68 


71 


61 


57 


75 


93 


75 


64 


96 


96 


75 


64 


54 


43 


39 


79 


39 


43 


100 


93 


71 


54 


29 


68 


68 


61 


79 


46 


82 


25 


50 


68 


57 


23.4 


4 


NORTH HAVEN 


19S 


2 


\ 


83 


60 


92 


75 


63 


69 


77 


82 


98 


64 


85 


97 


97 


93 


76 


72 


65 


66 


87 


65 


66 


98 


88 


82 


70 


45 


75 


84 


74 


83 


58 


45 


36 


75 


67 


46 


27.2 


7 


NORTH STONINGTON 


71 


5 


5 


85 


63 


94 


73 


75 


72 


92 


62 


99 


82 


80 


9« 


97 


97 


85 


63 


72 


75 


90 


65 


76 


100 


90 


90 


69 


54 


65 


89 


87 


80 


58 


61 


35 


73 


89 


42 


27.9 


3 


NORWALK 


63S 


3 


0 


67 


64 


92 


70 


71 


56 


71 


66 


94 


74 


72 


95 


94 


^4 


67 


49 


43 


41 


74 


54 


49 


98 


75 


76 


52 


34 


61 


73 


62 


66 


44 


64 


28 


67 


74 


44 


23.8 


19 


NORWICH 


381 


3 


6 


66 


65 


91 


69 


66 


54 


70 


68 


93 


66 


70 


95 


92 


84 


63 


43 


33 


35 


80 


56 


46 


99 


82 


80 


47 


35 


56 


80 


66 


71 


49 


55 


25 


64 


73 


45 


23.4 


18 


OLD SAYBROOK 


92 


5 


4 


88 


64 


97 


89 


85 


85 


91 


73 


97 


88 


90 


96100 


89 


66 


61 


51 


59 


96 


67 


77 


100 


93 


92 


66 


53 


74 


87 


90 


87 


65 


62 


50 


78 


86 


52 


28.7 


0 


OXFORD 


113 


5 


3 


73 


68 


95 


83 


92 


71 


86 


86 


97 


84 


86 


98 


99 


96 


89 


73 


66 


72 


89 


79 


73 


99 


86 


88 


74 


49 


66 


88 


76 


86 


69 


73 


26 


77 


78 


60 


28.9 


5 


PLAINFIELO 


206 


6 


6 


81 


74 


96 


76 


69 


64 


70 


64 


94 


75 


77 


95 


93 


81 


66 


56 


38 


41 


83 


56 


56 


99 


81 


85 


51 


27 


69 


83 


69 


74 


48 


44 


26 


64 


76 


42 


24.4 


15 


PLAINVILLE 


152 


4 


5 


72 


63 


97 


87 


79 


72 


85 


89 


99 


77 


77 


97100 


94 


84 


64 


59 


64 


88 


72 


65 


100 


89 


89 


68 


53 


70 


83 


80 


86 


57 


59 


49 


74 


89 


46 


28.0 


4 


PLYMOUTH 


143 


2 


5 


71 


83 


97 


75 


80 


67 


82 


77 


97 


76 


60 


94 


99 


87 


59 


58 


49 


51 


85 


60 


57 


97 


81 


87 


53 


40 


67 


80 


66 


77 


£2 


47 


31 


71 


85 


47 


25.6 


11 


POHFRET 


43 


6 


4 


84 


67 


93 


93 


64 


63 


93 


79 


93 


84 


88 


96 


98 


93 


81 


49 


47 


51 


86 


53 


70 


98 


88 


91 


58 


56 


63 


79 


79 


86 


49 


79 


49 


72 


77 


53 


27.2 
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C 


b 

D 

G 
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PORTLAND 


Bb 


5 


4 


B7 


BO 


97 


B7 


60 


77 


60 


64 


96 


65 


61 


97 


96 


94 


64 


74 


60 


72 


91 


76 


63 


99 


91 


93 


60 


51 


76 


91 


64 


79 


65 


66 


46 


60 


86 


52 


29.5 


2 


PRESTON 


56 


4 


5 


BB 


B3 


9B 


B4 


93 


74 


91 


66 


97 


64 


86 


97 


96 


97 


63 


79 


50 


69 


90 


67 


74 


100 


91 


97 


63 


57 


76 


66 


64 


97 


64 


57 


56 


61 


76 


62 


29.2 


5 


PUTNAM 




6 


6 


6B 


B3 


93 


75 


75 


70 


61 


76 


96 


67 


73 


96 


96 


66 


77 


56 


61 


60 


A5 


66 


63 


96 


62 


65 


60 


36 


73 


67 


72 


61 


53 


56 


41 


67 


65 


59 


26.4 


7 


REDDING 


95 


5 


1 


B6 


77 


96 


B2 


63 


73 


63 


63 


97 


64 


91 


94 


94 


91 


64 


67 


57 


75 


94 


76 


74 


100 


95 


69 


76 


51 


74 


67 


92 


92 


61 


65 


62 


74 


97 


51 


29.0 


2 


RX06EFIEL0 


222 


5 


1 


93 


90 


9B 


65 


92 


65 


94 


95 


96 


96 


94 


96 


96 


97 


90 


66 


90 


66 


94 


65 


66 


100 


95 


96 


66 


72 


60 


90 


92 


91 


73 


61 


62 


62 


95 


65 


52.5 


0 


ROCKY HILL 


144 


4 


4 


B4 


B7 


96 


65 


67 


61 


69 


90 


97 


66 


66 


97 


96 


94 


93 


63 


77 


74 


92 


60 


75 


100 


65 


95 


60 


49 


73 


92 


65 


66 


76 


76 


65 


60 


90 


61 


50.5 


5 


SALEM 


SB 


5 


4 


71 


74 


97 


74 


71 


55 


74 


71 


97 


79 


62 


69 


62 


64 


56 


32 


34 


42 


67 


74 


55 


97 


62 


64 


42 


45 


66 


74 


62 


79 


66 


56 


32 


74 


64 


50 


25.0 


16 


SALISBURY 


25 


6 


4 


BO 


BOlOO 


66 


60 


iA 


76 


92 


92 


66 


64 


100 


96 


92 


63 


75 


79 


63 


63 


56 


67 


100100 


66 


67 


33 


63 


92 


92 


79 


56 


75 


42 


79 


96 


50 


26.6 


0 


SEYMOUR 


X33 


5 


5 


6B 


73 


97 


79 


77 


62 


74 


72 


94 


66 


80 


96100 


67 


64 


62 


56 


45 


63 


57 


49 


100 


67 


67 


62 


45 


56 


66 


74 


61 


56 


52 


19 


56 


75 


50 


25.7 


6 


SHARON 


23 


6 


4 


7B 


65 


B7 


74 


74 


43100 


67100 


74 


63 


100 


96 


96 


65 


46 


65 


57 


91 


57 


52 


100 


96 


91 


65 


35 


46 


74 


70 


67 


43 


43 


67 


70 


67 


61 


26.2 


4 


SHELTON 


350 


3 


3 


76 


69 


95 


77 


77 


62 


76 


73 


97 


61 


77 


96 


96 


67 


74 


63 


64 


55 


65 


61 


63 


99 


66 


66 


61 


42 


65 


61 


79 


61 


52 


75 


59 


72 


79 


54 


26.6 


9 


SHERMAN 


16 


6 


2 


94 


75100 


94 


94 


65100 


94100 


66 


66 


100100100 


61 


75 


63 


44 


94 


75 


56 


100 


94 


94 


63 


38 


69 


94 


75 


66 


69 


50 


44 


94100 


50 


26.9 


0 


SXMSBURY 


2B9 


4 


1 


Bb 


B4 


97 


90 


69 


62 


66 


66 


96 


69 


91 


96 


96 


94 


63 


74 


69 


77 


94 


61 


77 


99 


92 


95 


79 


70 


65 


90 


93 


67 


70 


62 


63 


65 


87 


75 


30.7 


2 


SOHERS 


95 


4 


3 


B3 


Bl 


95 


60 


77 


76 


69 


77 


99 


60 


76 


100 


97 


67 


63 


52 


56 


67 


66 


71 


65 


96 


64 


65 


65 


51 


79 


66 


67 


92 


59 


73 


56 


60 


69 


47 


2^.7 


1 


SOUTHIN6T0N 




3 


5 


7B 


77 


96 


63 


62 


72 


64 


76 


96 


61 


63 


96 


97 


67 


60 


60 


46 


52 


69 


73 


65 


99 


91 


90 


67 


52 


69 


66 


61 


60 


64 


66 


55 


76 


65 


55 


27.6 


5 


SOUTH HINOSCR 


2B6 


2 


2 


B6 


73 


93 


61 


61 


72 


63 


77 


97 


61 


60 


97 


95 


93 


79 


61 


56 


56 


66 


66 


62 


99 


67 


90 


65 


47 


69 


61 


64 


65 


59 


60 


26 


71 


66 


52 


27.1 


7 


SPRAGUE 


31 


4 


5 


61 


6B 


90 


94 


66 


52 


77 


61 


94 


64 


71 


94 


97 


64 


77 


45 


35 


29 


77 


56 


45 


100 


64 


64 


56 


35 


45 


71 


65 


71 


52 


45 


19 


56 


61 


45 


25.$ 


10 


STAFFORD 


lOX 


5 


5 


BO 


6B100 


91 


69 


63 


97 


91100 


66 


67 


99100 


95 


67 


76 


67 


72 


91 


61 


75 


99 


95 


96 


62 


53 


64 


90 


63 


64 


71 


64 


50 


65 


64 


64 


30.4 


1 


STAMFORD 


754 


1 


6 


59 


66 


B6 


61 


64 


54 


66 


67 


92 


70 


64 


96 


94 


60 


64 


44 


44 


47 


71 


46 


46 


96 


77 


76 


49 


31 


57 


74 


60 


66 


46 


44 


27 


60 


69 


59 


22.7 


22 


STERLING 


42 


6 


5 


Bl 


71100 


45 


67 


57 


57 


64 


95 


76 


79 


90 


90 


55 


55 


36 


17 


40 


79 


55 


55 


96 


93 


61 


46 


26 


74 


76 


67 


79 


36 


46 


12 


67 


79 


36 


22.9 


21 


STONINGTON 


133 


4 


5 


B6 


75 


9B 


74 


79 


77 


62 


60 


95 


77 


60 


95 


96 


62 


73 


54 


61 


53 


66 


72 


62 


99 


67 


69 


59 


43 


66 


61 


77 


60 


53 


59 


45 


71 


90 


51 


26.6 


10 


STRATFORD 


427 


2 


5 


B5 


76 


96 


60 


79 


74 


65 


63 


97 


63 


65 


96 


96 


69 


76 


56 


42 


55 


69 


64 


63 


99 


67 


63 


62 


36 


66 


64 


73 


79 


51 


60 


59 


75 


62 


49 


26.6 


6 


SUFFIELD 


104 


4 


3 


B2 


B3 


97 


66 


62 


65 


65 


91 


97 


75 


69 


97 


94 


64 


75 


53 


36 


62 


69 


76 


73 


100 


67 


66 


59 


52 


73 


67 


76 


83 


63 


69 


44 


76 


63 


55 


27.6 


5 


THOHASTON 


77 


4 


5 


61 


62 


B6 


77 


69 


52 


66 


62 


66 


73 


69 


^^7 


95 


91 


64 


56 


49 


35 


74 


66 


51 


99 


62 


77 


45 


22 


62 


74 


61 


73 


47 


70 


51 


62 


76 


56 


25.6 


14 


THOMPSON 


96 


6 


6 


66 


61 


96 


63 


72 


60 


73 


76 


97 


66 


76 


95 


96 


66 


66 


39 


25 


45 


62 


55 


60 


99 


64 


76 


49 


32 


71 


65 


69 


77 


50 


57 


55 


59 


74 


45 


24.2 


15 


TOLLAND 


150 


5 


3 


BB 


B2 


93 


77 


62 


77 


67 


64 


99 


69 


67 


95 


96 


95 


75 


67 


71 


63 


66 


67 


63 


99 


69 


96 


66 


49 


73 


64 


77 


91 


67 


79 


45 


79 


61 


59 


26.6 


5 


TORRINGTON 


262 


S 


6 


75 


BO 


96 


65 


79 


65 


62 


74 


95 


63 


76 


97 


96 


91 


63 


67 


66 


52 


66 


73 


62 


100 


90 


69 


63 


43 


71 


62 


75 


02 


60 


51 


57 


67 


64 


52 


27.0 


10 


TRUMBULL 


3^ 


2 


2 


79 


7B 


94 


63 


61 


70 


79 


61 


96 


67 


63 


96 


97 


91 


60 


65 


59 


67 


66 


75 


66 


99 


90 


92 


67 


44 


69 


84 


79 


76 


63 


76 


46 


74 


65 


48 


27.9 
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AND APPLICJ^T IONS 


MEASUREMENT 
AND GEOMETRY 



T»*aT DATE; 10/90 




DISTRICT 


# OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 
0 
C 


E 
R 
G 


SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




UNION 


7 


6 


5 


86 


86 


86 


86 


86100100 


86100 


86100 


100100100100100 


86 


66100100 


86 


100100100100 


86100 


66100 


71 


43 


71 


57 


71100100 


32.4 


0 


VERNON 


2d5 


3 


4 


83 


71 


94 


75 


81 


70 


78 


73 96 


79 


80 


96 


98 


88 


81 


57 


46 


53 


87 


66 


61 


99 


90 


93 


65 


49 


70 


65 


84 


61 


58 


72 


48 


71 


81 


58 


27.3 


6 


VOLUNTONN 


26 


6 


5 


65 


69 


92 


73 


69 


65 


81 


85 96 


85 


85 


96100 


96 


77 


65 


73 


54 


85 


64 


65 


100 


65 


96 


73 


46 


58 


65 


85 


92 


54 


77 


54 


77 


85 


46 


27.4 


8 


HALLINGFORD 


409 


3 


5 


76 


65 


95 


79 


79 


61 


77 


75 97 


83 


84 


97 


97 


81 


75 


57 


49 


51 


82 


64 


61 


99 


90 


83 


64 


43 


63 


63 


78 


79 


57 


52 


36 


67 


80 


45 


26«1 


8 


NATERBURY 


911 


1 


6 


51 


51 


80 


58 


53 


36 


53 


52 85 


60 


55 


92 


92 


80 


61 


32 


23 


29 


62 


33 


32 


96 


70 


63 


34 


20 


39 


66 


46 


59 


37 


39 


16 


47 


£8 


26 


18.9 


33 


HATERFORD 


162 


4 


4 


79 


72 


88 


84 


80 


67 


81 


73 98 


85 


80 


96 


94 


90 


86 


59 


41 


54 


84 


66 


63 


98 


66 


89 


64 


37 


72 


62 


83 


63 


60 


68 


46 


75 


84 


50 


27«0 


7 


HATERTOHN 


224 


2 


5 


89 


88 


96 


86 


83 


75 


88 


84 96 


88 


88 


98 


99 


96 


90 


66 


66 


55 


92 


67 


69 


100 


94 


92 


68 


42 


78 


63 


61 


67 


59 


61 


38 


81 


79 


68 


26«6 


2 


HESTBROOK 


46 


6 


4 


87 


8O100 


89 


98 


85 


87 


93100 


93 


93 


100 


98 


96 


84 


69 


40 


73 


91 


78 


80 


100 


96 


91 


82 


71 


91 


91 


89 


96 


73 


91 


76 


69 


93 


76 


31«2 


2 


WEST HARTFORD 


496 


2 


2 


84 


83 


95 


83 


81 


77 


86 


86 97 


82 


87 


97 


97 


89 


73 


67 


54 


71 


87 


76 


72 


99 


90 


91 


73 


55 


80 


66 


82 


64 


64 


72 


54 


79 


83 


60 


26.8 


7 


NEST HAVEN 


450 


2 


6 


72 


75 


94 


77 


79 


69 


89 


80 97 


78 


78 


99 


98 


96 


81 


67 


56 


50 


88 


60 


63 


99 


69 


89 


71 


56 


69 


65 


75 


79 


55 


57 


44 


70 


77 


61 


27«0 


6 


WESTON 


lis 


5 


1 


89 


87 


94 


83 


93 


85 


89 


89100 


96 


90 


96 


97 


93 


85 


76 


77 


76 


92 


63 


75 


100 


94 


97 


79 


58 


86 


93 


86 


90 


62 


87 


69 


82 


94 


55 


30«6 


1 


HESTPORT 


195 


3 


1 


94 


tz 


96 


74 


86 


86 


92 


93 99 


91 


92 


97 


97 


90 


74 


72 


61 


69 


94 


61 


79 


96 


95 


94 


78 


52 


92 


90 


90 


69 


72 


82 


69 


84 


88 


52 


30.2 


2 


HETHERSFIELD 


166 


2 


3 


85 


85 


97 


82 


A3 


77 


85 


93 99 


89 


87 


98 


98 


91 


83 


60 


49 


69 


91 


76 


73 


99 


92 


97 


66 


57 


84 


85 


85 


65 


70 


79 


58 


76 


90 


68 


29.5 


2 


HILLIN6T0N 


42 


5 


4 


90 


85 


90 


73 


80 


73 


78 


85 95 


73 


73 


90 


86 


95 


57 


57 


50 


45 


88 


55 


60 


93 


95 


83 


71 


46 


81 


66 


67 


61 


£2 


69 


71 


76 


88 


60 


27.1 


10 


HILTON 


191 


4 


1 


92 


89 


96 


91 


88 


90 


96 


87100 


90 


93 


99 


99 


90 


76 


78 


87 


81 


94 


64 


82 


100 


93 


96 


85 


59 


89 


68 


95 


69 


72 


83 


74 


89 


67 


71 


31,5 


2 


WINCHESTER 


124 


6 


5 


65 


73 


96 


75 


65 


56 


73 


65 97 


70 


81 


95 


94 


84 


67 


44 


37 


43 


87 


62 


55 


98 


69 


85 


59 


31 


62 


62 


76 


67 


58 


49 


27 


76 


82 


33 


24.7 


10 


WINDHAH 


199 


6 


6 


65 


67 


92 


59 


62 


48 


62 


67 92 


67 


70 


95 


90 


80 


41 


34 


15 


33 


77 


47 


43 


96 


62 


75 


44 


31 


53 


78 


65 


66 


47 


46 


37 


66 


71 


45 


22,1 


23 


WINDSOR 


338 


2 


4 


75 


74 


93 


80 


77 


72 


78 


81 95 


81 


78 


97 


97 


88 


77 


59 


51 


62 


82 


62 


66 


99 


65 


89 


64 


51 


79 


83 


75 


60 


56 


73 


49 


73 


81 


62 


27.2 


8 


WINDSOR LOCKS 


102 


4 


5 


76 


80 


95 


85 


87 


72 


90 


85100 


87 


89 


99 


96 


96 


77 


76 


57 


71 


86 


76 


75 


100 


90 


96 


81 


49 


95 


65 


61 


65 


66 


73 


50 


60 


83 


56 


29.3 


3 


WOLCOTT 


156 


2 


5 


78 


77 


94 


78 


79 


70 


85 


76 98 


81 


88 


97 


99 


93 


65 


72 


69 


54 


92 


64 


62 


99 


61 


81 


70 


36 


74 


67 


74 


76 


50 


59 


45 


75 


60 


38 


27.1 


5 


WOODSTOCK 


71 


6 


3 


75 


63 


92 


69 


83 


66 


87 


62 93 


72 


77 


94 


94 


86 


59 


42 


28 


52 


89 


54 


56 


100 


69 


90 


46 


51 


61 


63 


87 


75 


56 


44 


35 


65 


80 


55 


25.1 


7 


REG. DIST. NO. 04 


129 


6 


4 


84 


80 


92 


80 


83 


68 


83 


75 9S 


79 


85 


96 


97 


91 


74 


71 


72 


70 


83 


70 


71 


100 


89 


66 


67 


43 


65 


62 


84 


64 


57 


70 


54 


74 


94 


56 


26.0 


7 


REG. DIST. NO. 05 


306 


4 


2 


88 


83 


98 


82 


87 


79 


85 


84 98 


89 


89 


97 


97 


95 


82 


69 


63 


69 


92 


76 


79 


100 


92 


95 


77 


64 


75 


89 


87 


87 


70 


71 


58 


81 


69 


60 


29.7 


3 


REG. DIST. NO. 06 


46 


6 


4 


83 


74100 


83 


85 


70 


98 


91 98 


83 


93 


98100 


87 


96 


65 


61 


63 


89 


76 


61 


100 


96 


91 


67 


41 


76 


85 


72 


89 


65 


69 


37 


61 


76 


43 


28.4 


0 


REG. DIST. NO. 07 


132 


6 


3 


89 


78 


95 


80 


86 


77 


85 


86 98 


91 


90 


95 


98 


92 


91 


63 


55 


70 


95 


73 


61 


100 


93 


93 


76 


60 


78 


91 


90 


90 


65 


81 


50 


87 


94 


73 


29.9 


4 


REG. DIST. NO. 08 


206 


5 


2 


79 


77 


91 


74 


71 


63 


77 


74 95 


76 


75 


97 


94 


89 


64 


34 


23 


47 


82 


55 


55 


99 


65 


83 


52 


50 


63 


75 


70 


77 


57 


61 


43 


71 


84 


61 


25,2 


11 


REG. DIST. NO. 10 


169 


5 


3 


86 


80 


96 


88 


78 


71 


93 


84 99 


88 


92 


98 


98 


91 


83 


57 


51 


63 


93 


73 


72 


100 


69 


94 


66 


47 


72 


91 


85 


66 


60 


62 


44 


80 


76 


46 


26,3 


2 


REG. DIST. NO. 11 


48 


6 


4 


73 


81 


98 


77 


79 


79 


71 


77 96 


73 


83 


98 


96 


94 


65 


46 


31 


52 


65 


71 


56 


96 


68 


85 


63 


46 


71 


65 


88 


92 


56 


66 


40 


75 


90 


56 


26,7 


10 
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COtMECTXCUT NASTERV TESTZN6 PR06IIAN 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



MATHEMATICS 
GRADE 8 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


TOTAL 
MATH 


CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDING.^ 


COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING 
AND APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT 
AND GEOMETRY 



^ O <^ O. 

% \ \ ^ ' 



TEST DATE I 10/90 



0IS1 '^ICT 




% t> t> 
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X % 



\ \ 



. % \ % ^' *o 



% °* \ ' 

o- o- o. 



^ \ "% \ 



^0. ^ 



%. K \ \ \ \ 



^ ^ ^jS ^ % <Ss\«^ o ^ 

1. ^. \ % ^aX^^ \ ' 



^ \ 



nor- 

STUDENTS 
TESTED 



RE6. DXST. NO 12 

REQ. DXST. NO. IS 

REG. DXST. NO. 1h 

REG. DXST. NO. 15 

REO. DXST. NO. 16 

REG. DXST. NO. 17 

REG. DIST. NO. Id 



6* • 
99 
69 
227 
l<fS 
160 
109 




SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 



67 95 6d 75 
62 76 93 76 75 
76 76 96 65 60 
62 65 96 76 66 
71 64 93 70 71 
62 76 96 76 61 
61 60 91 75 73 



66 64 76 
71 61 70 
66 96 90 
70 66 64 
57 66 66 
63 75 71 
66 70 76 



98 76 84 

95 79 79 
97 66 63 
97 62 63 
94 60 79 

96 64 63 
96 62 64 



92 97 64 67 
90 99 69 76 
96 97 91 61 
99 99 94 66 

93 97 76 56 

93 93 66 56 

94 94 65 67 



41 35 44 

44 33 44 
69 40 62 
77 74 57 

45 27 44 
49 32 47 
56 40 60 



66 59 60 
66 75 56 
72 70 
77 66 
76 61 55 
66 56 59 
91 66 67 



68 

90 



96 
96 
99 
99 
99 
98 
97 



79 53 54 
92 69 49 
65 90 64 
90 93 73 
86 63 46 
67 66 51 
69 69 69 



49 62 79 
30 60 67 
49 74 67 
53 71 
33 65 
40 63 61 
44 73 66 



63 
61 



76 61 54 

75 85 60 
79 63 51 

60 77 67 

76 62 54 
73 74 49 

61 69 63 



59 30 d3 66 65 
63 21 71 63 52 
63 36 60 63 51 
63 56 71 66 49 
61 30 69 63 29 
74 50 79 66 53 
57 36 66 76 43 



25.6 
25.7 
27.7 
28.7 
24.1 
25.9 
26.5 



10 
6 
2 
4 
12 
11 
10 



CONNECTZCUr NASTERY TESTZN6 PK06RAH 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PA8E 



MATHEMATICS 
GRADE 8 



OBJECTJVES TESTED 




CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 


COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS 


PROBLEM SOLVING 
AND APPLICATIONS 


MEASUREMENT 
AND GEOMETRY 


TOTAL 
MATH 



TEST OATEt 10/90 



■' % % ^" " 




\ "'c \ % \ \ % ^ V- \ \ ^ \ \ °- % \ 



\ \ \ ^ 





DISTRICT 


ST JDENTS 
^ESTED 


T 

T 
0 

c 


c 
R 
G 


SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




TOC 


1 


TOTAL 


51^2 






49 


55 


a5 


55 


57 


40 


60 


57 


66 


61 


55 


94 


92 


00 


50 


55 


20 


55 


61 


80 


54 


96 


67 


61 


56 


20 


44 


67 


44 


55 


54 


59 


19 


49 


61 


50 


19.4 


55 


TOC 


2 


TOTAL 


6356 






ai 


79 


95 


79 


60 


71 


62 


61 


97 


62 


62 


97 


97 


90 


77 


65 


56 


61 


06 


60 


66 


99 


08 


07 


67 


45 


75 


64 


77 


61 


59 


66 


45 


74 


60 


52 


27.5 


7 


TOC 


3 


TOTAL 


7287 






71 


70 


95 


75 


72 


60 


75 


72 


95 


76 


75 


95 


95 


05 


70 


55 


45 


40 


00 


60 


55 


90 


64 


02 


57 


58 


6^ 


79 


69 


74 


52 


60 


54 


67 


78 


46 


25.0 


15 


TOC 




TOTAL 


6117 






05 


ai 


96 


a5 


62 


75 


65 


65 


9V 


6.i 


65 


96 


97 


91 


00 


60 


60 


65 


09 


75 


69 


99 


90 


91 


70 


51 


74 


66 


82 


65 


65 


71 


51 


76 


64 


56 


28.4 


5 


TOC 


5 


TOTAL 


322^ 






ai 


79 


95 


60 


61 


72 


65 


62 


97 


64 


65 


96 


97 


91 


79 


62 


57 


62 


00 


70 


66 


99 


90 


91 


68 


49 


71 


85 


81 


84 


62 


68 


47 


75 


65 


55 


26.0 


5 


TOC 


6 


TOTAL 


2503 






7a 


75 


94 


74 


76 


66 


79 


77 


96 


79 


01 


96 


96 


06 


70 


54 


45 


54 


06 


65 


62 


99 


00 


06 


60 


42 


69 


62 


77 


80 


55 


65 


41 


75 


82 


51 


26.4 


9 


ERG 


1 


TOTAL 


1605 






90 


65 


96 


a5 


69 


65 


90 


69 


99 


^1 


91 


9r 


96 


95 


02 


76 


75 


75 


95 


00 


70 


100 


94 


95 


81 


62 


85 


69 


91 


69 


70 


81 


67 


85 


90 


68 


50.8 


2 


ER6 


2 


TOTAL 


5509 






65 


a2 


96 


65 


62 


75 


65 


64 


96 


65 


65 


97 


97 


91 


79 


66 


f» 


65 


09 


74 


71 


99 


90 


91 


72 


54 


75 


66 


65 


84 


64 


72 


55 


77 


04 


57 


28.7 


5 


ERG 


5 


TOTAL 


3354 






a2 


79 


95 


7a 


60 


69 


65 


60 


96 


65 


64 


96 


97 


90 


7t 


62 


56 


59 


00 


69 


66 


99 


09 


09 


65 


47 


70 


84 


79 


62 


60 


69 


42 


76 


•id 


55 


27.6 


5 


ER6 




TOTAL 


4734 






79 


75 


94 


77 


76 


66 


60 


76 


97 


62 


60 


96 


96 


09 


76 


61 


54 


57 


05 


65 


62 


99 


00 


07 


64 


45 


70 


85 


76 


60 


56 


67 


45 


72 


61 


51 


26.9 


6 


ERO 


5 


TOTAL 


4006 






77 


75 


95 


78 


79 


67 


60 


77 


97 


61 


62 


96 


90 


07 


76 


59 


50 


54 


06 


66 


61 


99 


00 


0i 


65 


41 


69 


85 


76 


60 


57 


60 


57 


72 


81 


46 


26.6 


7 


ERG 


6 


TOTAL 


7762 






64 


6a 


90 


68 


^7 


55 


72 


66 


95 


72 


69 


95 


94 


05 


67 


47 


40 


44 


75 


55 


49 


90 


00 


70 


51 


52 


56 


76 


65 


70 


47 


52 


29 


6^2 


75 


41 


25.5 


16 


ERO 


7 


TOTAL 


5477 






46 


55 


a2 


55 


57 


57 


60 


56 


85 


60 


55 


94 


92 


00 


56 


50 


25 


52 


50 


30 


52 


96 


64 


57 


55 


16 


42 


66 


40 


51 


51 


38 


17 


47 


60 


29 


18.8 


55 


STATE 


TOTAL 


30609 






75 


75 


92 


74 


75 


63 


77 


75 


95 


76 


76 


96 


96 


07 


72 


56 


49 


55 


01 


62 


50 


90 


04 


02 


60 


41 


65 


60 


71 


75 


54 


61 


59 


69 


78 


46 


25.7 


12 



J 
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APPENDIX I 
Fall 1990 Grade Eight 
State by District Report: 
Language Arts 



ERIC 
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CONNECTICUT NASTEKY TESTING f KOGRAN 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PAGE 1 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (DRP) 




WRITING 
MECHANICS 


STUDY 
SKILLS 


LiSTENtNO 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


WRITING SAMPLE 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADES 



TEST OATEt lt/90 




MASTERY CRITERIA 
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 


9/12 


6/8 


11/15 


3/4 


9/2 


3/4 


3/4 


12/16 


6/8 


10/14 10/U 








DISTRICT 


#0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 
0 

c 


E 
R 
G 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 


ANSONIA 


129 


5 


6 


66 


76 


96 


69 


91 


60 


62 


64 


66 


64 


65 


6.4 


15 


21 


65 


65 


IS 


0 


2 


11 


26 


26 


16 


15 


5. 


9 


2 


ASHFORO 


^2 


6 


4 


76 


66 


95 


98 


96 


90 


76 


66 


95 


76 


50 


9.6 


2 


10 


66 


69 


2 


0 


0 


0 


7 


26 


26 


40 


7. 


0 


0 


AVON 


162 


4 


1 


65 


93 


98 


96 


96 


90 


60 


90 


95 


66 


65 


9.9 


4 


15 


65 


71 


4 


0 


1 


6 


14 


27 


50 


23 


6. 


5 


1 


BERLIN 


161 


4 


3 


76 


76 


94 


95 


89 


64 


70 


74 


88 


69 


66 


A. 6 


9 


22 


70 


66 


9 


0 


2 


6 


22 


51 


20 


17 


6. 


1 


2 


BETHEL 


214 


4 


4 


65 


79 


96 


95 


91 


90 


72 


76 


66 


75 


71 


9.." 


10 


16 


74 


67 


10 


1 


0 


11 


16 


26 


21 


25 


6. 


2 


1 


BLOONFIELD 


1B6 


2 


4 


69 


60 


96 


90 


89 


74 


46 


54 


75 


67 


57 


6.0 


20 


20 


60 


62 


20 


5 


2 


25 


25 


26 


11 


9 


5. 


4 


5 


BOLTON 


£6 


4 


2 


79 


93 


100 


96 


95 


91 


62 


95 


96 


84 


91 


10.0 


4 


7 


69 


72 


4 


0 


0 


4 


15 


29 


20 


56 


6. 


7 


0 


BOZRAH 


30 


5 


3 


70 


73 


97 


67 


90 


60 


67 


67 


65 


77 


67 


6.6 


25 


15 


65 


62 


25 


3 


0 


20 


57 


10 


25 


7 


5. 


5 


3 


BRANFORD 


217 


4 


4 


61 


60 


93 


91 


66 


68 


68 


76 


86 


70 


72 


6.9 


6 


15 


76 


67 


6 


0 


5 


26 


28 


25 


11 


5 


5. 


2 


4 


BRIDGEPORT 


1126 


1 


7 


52 


75 


61 


75 


75 


60 


42 


55 


61 


40 


55 


6.5 


45 


26 


51 


56 


45 


4 


15 


51 


28 


16 


6 


2 


4. 


6 


17 


BRISTOL 


£16 


3 


6 


61 


77 


91 


69 


69 


64 


70 


70 


85 


66 


64 


6.7 


15 


22 


65 


64 


15 


1 


4 


22 


26 


24 


15 


9 


5. 


5 


4 


BROOKFIELD 


192 


4 


2 


66 


63 


97 


95 


94 


92 


77 


66 


94 


79 


65 


9.7 


5 


15 


61 


66 


5 


1 


5 


15 


20 


50 


20 


11 


5. 


6 


4 


BROOKLYN 


B9 


6 


5 


76 


74 


95 


89 


90 


70 


75 


76 


65 


66 


60 


6.5 


16 


S7 


57 


65 


16 


2 


2 


55 


21 


18 


20 


5 


5. 


2 


4 


CANAAN 


11 


6 


4 


75 


64 


100 


91 


91 


100 


91 


62 


100 


75 


62 


9.5 


0 


45 


55 


64 


0 


0 


0 


45 


18 


16 


16 


0 


5. 


1 


0 


CANTERBURY 


70 


6 


S 


64 


74 


96 


96 


67 


77 


79 


61 


67 


71 


69 


9.0 


11 


25 


66 


65 


11 


0 


0 


14 


25 


57 


1/ 


9 


5. 


6 


0 


CANTON 


68 


4 


2 


64 


62 


97 


91 


92 


91 


66 


62 


86 


85 


77 


9.5 


3 


14 


65 


71 


5 


0 


0 


15 


9 


27 


50 


19 


6. 


5 


0 


CHESHIRE 


277 


2 


2 


62 


61 


94 


95 


90 


68 


72 


64 


89 


76 


75 


9.5 


9 


12 


76 


68 


9 


1 


4 


7 


16 


25 


24 


21 


6. 


2 


4 


CLINTON 


141 


5 


4 


73 


76 


97 


92 


91 


66 


73 


72 


91 


71 


65 


6.9 


14 


20 


66 


65 


14 


1 


5 


21 


24 


24 


19 


6 


5. 


5 


6 


COLCHESTER 


100 


5 


5 


64 


65 


93 


90 


68 


61 


71 


65 


65 


64 


69 


6.8 


18 


17 


66 


65 


18 


4 


5 


26 


23 


29 


12 


4 


5. 


2 


6 


COLUMBIA 


47 


5 


3 


6V 


61 


96 


94 


87 


96 


65 


96 


94 


69 


65 


9.9 


6 


6 


67 


71 


6 


0 


0 


9 


19 


26 


19 


26 


6. 


5 


0 


CORNWALL 


14 


6 


3 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


95 


100 


95 


11.0 


7 


0 


95 


79 


7 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


54 


46 


7. 


5 


0 


COVENTRY 


98 


4 


3 


79 


66 


96 


89 


90 


64 


75 


76 


90 


78 


74 


9.0 


12 


15 


74 


66 


12 


1 


2 


20 


15 


52 


19 


11 


5. 


6 


3 


CROKHELL 


7 06 


4 


4 


73 


71 


97 


95 


92 


60 


65 


70 


94 


72 


66 


6.6 


11 


15 


75 


66 


11 


0 


0 


4 


2 


16 


55 


45 


7. 


1 


0 


DANBURY 


559 


3 


6 


69 


67 


89 


84 


80 


77 


52 


55 


78 


56 


56 


7.6 


50 


19 


52 


60 


50 


1 


4 


24 


24 


22 


16 


9 


5. 


5 


5 


OARIEN 


163 


2 


1 


67 


61 


96 


95 


95 


66 


72 


79 


92 


63 


76 


9.4 


15 


10 


75 


66 


15 


2 


5 


14 


22 


29 


18 


11 


5. 


7 


7 


DERBY 


62 


5 


6 


90 


66 


94 


69 


69 


65 


66 


60 


68 


67 


66 


6.6 


16 


24 


57 


62 


16 


0 


2 


7 


28 


54 


17 


11 


5. 


9 


2 


EASTFORD 


17 


6 


3 


67 


60 


100 


100 


100 


100 


60 


87 


94 


69 


75 


9.7 


18 


29 


55 


64 


18 


0 


15 


0 


47 


7 


,15 


20 


5. 


7 


13 


EAST 6RANBY 


45 


4 


2 


67 


60 


96 


96 


67 


67 


71 


64 


69 


75 


60 


9.5 


11 


11 


78 


66 


11 


0 


0 


5 


7 


50 


56 


25 


6. 


7 


0 




CONNECTICUT HASTERV TESTINB PROfiMM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



M6E 2 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 8 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




DEGREES Of 

READING 
POWER (DRP) 




WRITING 
MECHANICS 


STUDY 
SKILLS 


L13TENIN0 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


WRITING SAMPLE 



TEST DATE: 10/90 




MASTERY CRITERIA 
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 


9/12 


6/8 


11/15 


3/4 


1 9/2 


3/4 


3/4 


12/16 


1 6/8 


10/14 10/14 








DISTRICT 


STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 
O 
C 


E 
R 
G 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




EAST HADDAH 


71 


5 


4 


90 


75 


97 


96 


91 


84 


67 


75 


86 


82 


85 


9.5 


9 


10 


81 


68 


9 




0 


15 


21 


57 


22 


7 


5.9 


9 


EAST HAMPTON 


157 


5 


3 


83 


;/ 


89 


88 


88 


88 


68 


77 


89 


77 


69 


8.9 


14 


14 


72 


65 


14 


1 


1 


18 


23 


34 


14 


9 


5.7 


2 


EAST HARTFORD 


360 


2 


6 


71 


74 


94 


f,l 


86 


81 


55 


67 


87 


68 


64 


8.5 


11 


22 


67 


65 


11 


0 


1 


23 


25 


28 


16 


9 


5.6 


1 


EAST HAVEN 


175 


2 


5 


68 


83 


95 


80 


79 


75 


51 


64 


82 


62 


60 


8.0 


22 


17 


61 


62 


22 


X 


4 


55 


28 


25 


8 


2 


5.0 


5 


EAST LYME 


157 


4 


2 


78 


78 


95 


90 


92 


85 


66 


80 


88 


76 


71 


9.0 


10 


15 


77 


68 


10 


2 


4 


12 


12 


18 


26 


25 


6.2 


6 


EASTON 


6^ 


4 


1 


69 


80 


98 


91 


94 


89 


72 


77 


92 


81 


80 


9.2 


9 


9 


81 


69 


9 


2 


0 


0 


0 


27 


55 


59 


7.0 


2 


EAST WINDSOR 


71 


4 


5 


80 


87 


99 


95 


90 


87 


68 


82 


97 


85 


70 


9.4 


6 


18 


76 


68 


6 


1 


1 


6 


13 


30 


57 


15 


6.5 


5 


ELLINGTON 


1^5 


4 


5 


86 


86 


96 


92 


89 


85 


79 


72 


82 


72 


70 


9.1 


15 


15 


72 


66 


15 


0 


0 


9 


21 


54 


25 


12 


6.1 


0 


ENFIELD 


^^2 


5 


5 


68 


75 


96 


95 


91 


85 


67 


76 


89 


71 


75 


6.8 


14 


20 


67 


65 


14 


2 


2 


17 


22 


25 


22 


10 


l?.7 


4 


FAIRFIELD 


^30 


2 


2 


77 


75 


95 


92 


90 


89 


76 


85 


88 


78 


73 


9.2 


15 


15 


72 


66 


13 


2 


7 


21 


27 


23 


14 


6 


5.5 


8 


FARHIN6T0N 


201 


4 


2 


78 


82 


96 


97 


96 


89 


77 


81 


94 


83 


85 


9.6 


4 


11 


85 


71 


4 


0 


0 


10 


20 


35 


20 


15 


6.1 


0 


FRANKLIN 


ZS 


5 


3 


80 


76 


130 


96 


100 


80 


72 


68 


88 


60 


72 


8.9 


8 


52 


60 


64 


8 


0 


4 


4 


48 


16 


20 


8 


5.7 


4 


GLASTONBURY 


521 


4 


2 


83 


76 


96 


95 


89 


85 


71 


82 


91 


76 


76 


9.2 


12 


15 


76 


67 


12 


1 


1 


15 


17 


29 


24 


16 


6.1 


2 


6RANBY 


110 


4 


2 


88 


85 


97 


92 


95 


92 


74 


79 


95 


86 


76 


9.6 


7 


9 


84 


69 


7 


0 


1 


8 


15 


50 


24 


25 


6.4 


1 


GREENWICH 


452 


2 


2 


73 


81 


96 


88 


85 


84 


69 


75 


ts 


75 


74 


8.9 


15 


17 


68 


65 


15 


0 


1 


7 


15 


27 


29 


23 


6.5 


1 


GRISHOLD 


117 


4 


6 


74 


74 


91 


85 


83 


72 


60 


67 


82 


58 


64 


8.1 


20 


21 


59 


62 


20 


0 


2 


21 


24 


55 


15 


5 


5.6 


2 


6R0TDN 


426 


3 


4 


71 


74 


91 


91 


84 


82 


65 


69 


87 


65 


65 


8.5 


21 


19 


60 


62 


21 


2 


4 


19 


24 


26 


18 


7 


5.5 


6 


GUILFORD 


242 


4 


2 


86 


86 


99 


97 


95 


95 


71 


79 


94 


81 


84 


9.6 


6 


15 


81 


69 


6 


0 


1 


7 


15 


28 


27 


21 


6.4 


1 


HAMDEN 


545 


2 


4 


67 


83 


94 


89 


90 


80 


65 


65 


87 


74 


65 


8.6 


24 


15 


64 


65 


24 


2 


4 


18 


22 


25 


18 


15 


5.6 


6 


HARTFORD 


1354 


X 


7 


40 


64 


75 


64 


60 


48 


58 


51 


58 


55 


28 


5.4 


57 


19 


25 


52 


57 


4 


11 


26 


28 


19 


9 


4 


4.9 


15 


HARTLANO 


20 


6 


5 


90 


75 


100 


95 


95 


100 


100 


95 


95 


90 


85 


10.2 


0 


20 


80 


69 


0 


0 


0 


10 


15 


55 


30 


10 


6.2 


0 


KENT 


55 


6 


4 


97 


85 


100 


97 


97 


91 


65 


65 


97 


74 


83 


9.5 


0 


14 


86 


71 


0 


0 


0 


S 


29 


17 


25 


29 


6.5 


0 


KILLINGLY 


199 


6 


6 


79 


72 


91 


87 


82 


79 


65 


74 


82 


58 


58 


8.5 


22 


25 


54 


61 


22 


0 


4 


19 


50 


25 


14 


8 


5.5 


4 


LEBANON 


69 


6 


4 


70 


78 


99 


94 


86 


86 


65 


85 


86 


85 


77 


9.1 


4 


15 


82 


69 


4 


s 


4 


32 


21 


24 


9 


7 


5.1 


7 


LEDYARO 


214 


4 


2 


83 


76 


95 


95 


92 


87 


78 


79 


87 


71 


75 


9.1 


18 


IS 


67 


65 


18 


1 


1 


9 


15 


23 


25 


26 


6.5 


2 


LISBON 


49 


4 


5 


80 


88 


96 


90 


84 


76 


75 


86 


94 


79 


75 


9.2 


8 


20 


71 


66 


8 


0 


2 


6 


35 


39 


8 


12 


5.8 


2 


LITCHFIELD 


75 


6 


3 


80 


77 


97 


99 


95 


92 


68 


85 


95 


77 


88 


9.5 


5 


8 


87 


69 


5 


0 


0 


8 


15 


28 


51 


19 


6.4 


0 


MADISON 


198 


5 


2 


91 


86 


97 


97 


97 


90 


77 


89 


96 


87 


89 


10.0 


6 


12 


82 


69 


6 


0 


2 


6 


14 


29' 


54 


16 


6.4 


2 



COmECTZCUT HASTERY TESTING PROGRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PAGE 5 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 


WRITING 
MECHANICS 


STUDY 
SKILLS 


IISTENINO 
COi^.PREHENStON 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 8 




TEST DATE: 10/90 




TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 




DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (ORP) 





WRITING SAMPLE 




MASTERY CRITERIA 
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 


9/12 


6/8 


11/15 


3/4 


9/2 


3/4 


3/4 


12/16 


1 6/8 


10/1410/14 












ft 

TESTED 


T 
1 

n 
C 


c 
c 

G 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 




MANCHESTER 




3 


4 


76 


81 


92 


87 


81 


82 


63 


71 


80 


65 


65 


8. 


4 


16 


19 


63 


65 


16 


1 


5 


21 


29 


26 


14 


4 


5.5 


6 


HANSFIELD 


111 


6 


4 


86 


80 


95 


95 


91 


91 


76 


81 


91 


85 


75 


9 


5 


13 


11 


77 


67 


13 


1 


0 


4 


10 


21 


41 


24 


6.7 


1 


MERZOEH 


601 


3 


6 


64 


74 


86 


81 


78 


70 


58 


55 


81 


62 


59 


7. 


7 


24 


19 


57 


61 


24 


2 


5 


16 


21 


24 


18 


11 


5.6 


6 


NIODLETOHN 


296 


3 


6 


74 


77 


93 


90 


82 


76 


54 


61 


71 


56 


55 


7. 


9 


32 


20 


48 


59 


32 


0 


2 


16 


55 


25 


16 


8 


5.5 


2 


NILFORO 




3 


4 


82 


78 


96 


92 


91 


85 


63 


69 


65 


72 


66 


8. 


8 


14 


19 


67 


65 


14 


1 


5 


20 


16 


25 


23 


11 


5.7 


5 


MONROE 




4 


2 


83 


84 


98 


94 


91 


87 


70 


83 


89 


74 


72 


9. 


3 


20 


11 


69 


64 


20 


0 


1 


17 


18 


25 


21 


17 


6.0 


2 


MONTVILLE 


215 


4 


5 


72 


72 


94 


90 


88 


85 


60 


63 


82 


64 


58 


6. 


3 


27 


19 


54 


61 


27 


3 


4 


24 


27 


27 


10 


5 


5.2 


8 


NAUGATUCK 


29S 


2 


6 


71 


62 


92 


89 


88 


82 


63 


64 


83 


61 


60 


8. 


2 


16 


24 


56 


62 


18 


3 


6 


20 


28 


16 


16 


9 


£.5 


11 


NEW BRITAIN 


406 


3 


6 


47 


67 


86 


75 


73 


60 


44 


38 


64 


40 


35 


6. 


3 


44 


24 


32 


55 


44 


7 


15 


S9 


21 


14 


6 


1 


4.4 


19 


NEW CANAAN 


191 


2 


1 


76 


77 


94 


91 


91 


89 


77 


86 


92 


61 


83 


9. 


4 


12 


12 


77 


67 


12 


1 


5 


9 


18 


25 


27 


17 


6.1 


4 


NEH FAIRFIELD 


160 


4 


2 


83 


88 


96 


93 


93 


90 


69 


80 


88 


63 


74 


9. 


4 


6 


13 


80 


68 


8 


1 


4 


15 


28 


51 


14 


9 


5.6 


6 


NEW HAVEN 


1018 


1 


7 


45 


68 


79 


73 


66 


59 


41 


30 


55 


33 


31 


5. 


9 


53 


18 


29 


53 


53 


6 


15 


36 


23 


12 


6 


5 


4.5 


19 


NEHINOTON 


2<^»0 


2 


3 


81 


90 


95 


90 


89 


87 


66 


79 


89 


74 


69 


9. 


1 


12 


14 


74 


66 


12 


0 


5 


21 


28 


26 


10 


2 


5.4 


5 


NEW LONDON 


207 


3 


6 


68 


75 


86 


72 


80 


67 


59 


50 


70 


43 


47 


7. 


2 


42 


20 


36 


56 


42 


2 


7 


45 


2S 


14 


7 


1 


4.7 


9 


NEW MILFCRD 


SOS 


5 


4 


75 


79 


94 


92 


87 


87 


71 


76 


85 


74 


72 


8. 


9 


15 


16 


69 


65 


15 


0 


2 


9 


14 


24 


28 


23 


6.4 


2 


NEHTOWN 


225 


5 


2 


78 


75 


94 


95 


92 


84 


75 


76 


96 


84 


81 


9. 


3 


8 


10 


82 


68 


8 


0 


1 


8 


17 


17 


52 


24 


6.4 


2 


NORTH BRANFORD 


157 


4 


3 


74 


73 


96 


94 


87 


83 


65 


66 


83 


57 


56 


8. 


3 


13 


27 


60 


64 


13 


1 


6 


17 


31 


19 


16 


10 


5.5 


7 


NORTH CANAAN 


28 


6 


4 


71 


68 


96 


93 


79 


75 


68 


71 


93 


68 


82 


8. 


6 


X4 


21 


64 


64 


14 




4 


11 


21 


29 


18 


14 


5.8 


7 


NORTH HAVEN 


193 


2 


3 


80 


78 


96 


94 


90 


85 


55 


59 


90 


72 


72 


8. 


7 


13 


16 


72 


66 


13 


1 


5 


17 


21 


26 


19 


10 


5.7 


5 


NORTH ST0NIN6T0N 


71 


5 


3 


75 


72 


96 


100 


94 


87 


69 


77 


90 


76 


63 


9. 


2 


4 


21 


75 


67 


4 


5 


0 


15 


28 


24 


17 


15 


5.7 


5 


NORHALK 


631 


3 


6 


66 


68 


89 


78 


75 


74 


55 


57 


70 


52 


50 


7. 


4 


36 


21 


43 


57 


36 


5 


12 


27 


27 


16 


9 


5 


4.8 


17 


NORWICH 


382 


3 


6 


71 


78 


88 


89 


84 


77 


62 


65 


78 


62 


56 


8. 


1 


25 


19 


56 


60 


25 


3 


6 


26 


2S 


25 


11 


7 


5.2 


8 


OLD SAYBROOK 


93 


5 


4 


89 


78 


97 


95 


93 


91 


79 


80 


85 


77 


77 


9. 


5 


10 


14 


76 


67 


10 


1 


4 


20 


28 


21 


16 


10 


5.5 


5 


OXFORD 


'12 


5 


3 


86 


85 


95 


94 


89 


87 


73 


77 


68 


77 


78 


9. 


3 


10 


IS 


77 


67 


10 


2 


4 


17 


52 


27 


9 


10 


5.5 


6 


PLAINFIELD 


2U6 


6 


6 


69 


74 


90 


87 


81 


76 


59 


65 


83 


59 


59 


8. 


1 


20 


20 


60 


62 


20 


1 


2 


14 


28 


31 


15 


10 


5.7 


5 


PLAINVILLE 


152 


4 


5 


87 


84 


95 


93 


95 


77 


62 


66 


85 


74 


72 


8. 


9 


12 


19 


69 


66 


12 


0 


5 


24 


26 


16 


14 


15 


5.6 


5 


PLYMOUTH 


143 


2 


5 


70 


83 


94 


90 


90 


81 


62 


71 


88 


69 


66 


8. 


7 


14 


17 


69 


64 


14 


2 


5 


25 


24 


22 


17 


7 


5.4 


5 


POMFRET 




6 


4 


81 


74 


93 


86 


84 


84 


72 


79 


66 


67 


63 


8. 


7 


19 


16 


65 


64 


19 


0 


2 


7 


14 


21 


28 


26 


6.5 


2 



COmECnCUT NASTERV TESTZNS PXOeRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PACE 4 




MASTERY CRITERIA 
(NUMfilfR CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 


9/12 


6/6 


11/ 5 


3/4 


9/2 


3/4 


3/4 


12/16 


6/8 


10/1410/14 








DISTRICT 


#0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 
0 
C 


E 
R 
G 


SCORftS REPRESENT THE PE 
MASTERING EACH 


RCENT OF ST 
OBJECTIVE 


UOENTS 




PORTLAND 


B6 


5 


4 


66 


63 


94 


96 


92 


67 


69 


81 


90 


61 


70 


9.5 


10 


12 


76 


67 


10 


1 


1 


20 


26 


26 


12 


10 


5.6 


2 


PRESTOM 


56 




c 


61 


63 


95 


95 


93 


93 


71 


76 


95 


64 


66 


9«5 


10 


9 


61 


67 


10 


0 


2 


17 


26 


41 


14 


0 


5.5 


2 


PUTNAM 


113 


6 


6 


67 


62 


91 


66 


66 


62 


63 


81 


61 


69 


65 




19 


19 


62 


62 


19 


I 


4 


27 


19 


26 


12 


11 


5.4 


5 


REDDZNO 


95 


5 


1 


77 


79 


99 


96 


69 


93 


83 


83 


96 


79 


61 




4 


9 


66 


69 


4 


0 


1 


12 


26 


20 


26 


15 


6.0 


1 


RZDCEFZELD 


222 


5 


1 


63 


66 


96 


97 


96 


95 


76 


86 


92 


63 


64 




4 


7 


69 


72 


4 


0 


2 


19 


25 


29 


17 


6 


5.6 


2 


ROCKY HILL 


1^^ 


4 


4 


90 


67 


99 


95 


95 


96 


74 


84 


93 


63 


76 




6 


15 


60 


69 


6 


1 


5 


10 


24 


35 


17 


12 


5.6 


4 


SALEH 


36 


5 


4 


64 


79 


95 


92 


62 


79 


79 


79 


62 


65 


65 




16 


16 


66 


65 


16 


0 


5 


11 


29 


57 


11 


11 


5.7 


5 


SALISBURY 


25 


6 


4 


66 


66 


92 


66 


100 


100 


75 


83 


100 


60 


66 




0 


21 


79 


69 


0 


0 


0 


6 


6 


17 


58 


29 


6.7 


0 


SEYMOUR 


133 


5 


5 


60 


92 


95 


69 


86 


77 


61 


66 


63 


69 


67 




12 


19 


69 


65 


12 


1 


5 


52 


29 


19 


10 


7 


5.2 




SHARON 


23 


6 


4 


91 


91 


96 


91 


96 


96 


74 


83 


100 


65 


70 




4 


15 


65 


71 


4 


4 


4 


4 


9 


22 


50 


26 


6«5 




SHELTON 


352 


3 


3 


74 


64 


94 


92 


90 


04 


69 


75 


66 


76 


66 




15 


16 


71 


65 


13 


2 


6 


20 


25 


24 


16 


6 


5«4 




SHERMAN 


16 


6 


2 


66 


100 


94 


100 


94 


66 


100 


94 


61 


75 


61 




6 


15 


61 


71 


(j 


0 


6 


19 


15 


44 


15 


6 


5.6 




SZMSBURY 


265 


4 


1 


90 


90 


99 


97 


96 


94 


82 


86 


9*^ 


66 


64 


10.0 


5 


9 


66 


72 


5 


0 


1 


16 


24 


54 


17 


6 


5.7 




SOMERS 


95 


4 


3 


76 


79 


96 


92 


66 


68 


72 


80 


65 


78 


69 




15 


16 


67 


65 


15 


5 


5 


57 


19 


21 


11 


4 


5.0 




SOUTHZNQTON 


446 


3 


5 


63 




96 


92 


90 


83 


67 


77 


69 


77 


76 




15 


15 


72 


66 


15 


1 


2 


14 


20 


27 


24 


12 


5.9 


5 


SOUTH WINDSOR 


266 


2 


2 


70 


70 


91 


66 


79 


61 


67 


74 


65 


70 


67 




17 


19 


64 


64 


17 


4 


6 


24 


16 


21 


17 


11 


5.4 


9 


SPRA6UE 


31 


4 


5 


65 


66 


67 


67 


90 


81 


52 


52 


67 


65 


55 




59 


16 


45 


59 


59 


0 


5 


55 


17 


55 


7 


7 


5.5 


5 


STAFFORD 


99 


5 


5 


67 


76 


96 


95 


90 


84 


65 


66 


92 


74 


66 




4 


24 


71 


66 


4 


1 


4 


15 


22 


31 


16 


10 


5.7 


5 


STAMFORD 


756 


1 


6 


63 


67 


67 


60 


77 


67 


46 


49 


71 


52 


49 




29 


22 


49 


59 


29 


9 


16 


25 


19 


16 


10 


5 


4.7 


25 


STERLINO 


42 


6 


5 


71 


50 


66 


71 


74 


64 


43 


57 


74 


62 


46 




56 


17 


46 


59 


56 


0 


5 


26 


55 


21 


12 


2 


5«2 


5 


ST0NIN6T0N 


133 


4 


5 


72 


75 


95 


92 


66 


86 


61 


71 


64 


64 


65 




17 


25 


60 


65 


17 


5 


11 


17 


26 


22 


14 


5 


5.1 


14 


STRATFORD 


427 


2 


5 


76 


76 


97 


93 


91 


83 


66 


62 


67 


69 


67 




12 


22 


66 


65 


12 


1 


5 


25 


26 


26 


15 


7 


5«4 


4 


SUFFIELD 


104 


4 


3 


60 


85 


93 


92 


91 


91 


76 


92 


92 


76 


61 




6 


16 


76 


66 


6 


0 


1 


6 


10 


55 


29 


20 


6«4 


1 


THOMASTON 


77 


4 


5 


65 


69 


99 


92 


83 


64 


53 


53 


64 


65 


57 




29 


16 


56 


60 


29 


0 


5 


12 


13 


52 


16 


20 


6«1 


5 


THOMPSON 


97 


6 


6 


61 


72 


97 


91 


67 


66 


69 


79 


65 


71 


71 




14 


19 


67 


64 


14 


1 


0 


9 


19 


54 


26 


9 


6.1 


1 


TOLLAND 


150 


5 


3 


66 


77 


96 


92 


69 


86 


62 


81 


69 


60 


74 




9 


15 


79 


66 


9 


1 


1 


14 


7> 


55 


22 


10 


5.9 


1 


TORRXNCTON 


256 


3 


6 


67 


60 


95 


95 


91 


62 


75 


80 


67 


72 


75 




15 


20 


67 


65 


15 


1 


4 


16 


24 


21 


22 


11 


5.7 


5 


TRUMBULL 


345 


2 


2 


61 


63 


95 


91 


91 


88 


70 


80 


64 


73 


70 




12 


12 


76 


67 


12 


1 


1 


14 


22 


26 


25 


10 


5.9 


2 



.a- 



CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING M06IUM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PAGE S 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (DRP) 




WRITING 
MECHANICS 


STUDY 
SKILLS 


LiSTENINQ 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


WRITING SAMPLE 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 8 



TEST DATE: 10/90 





MASTERY CRITERIA 
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 


9/12 


6/8 


11/15 


3/4 


912 


3/4 


3/4 


12/16 


6/8 


10/14 10/14 








DISTRICT 


1 #0F 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 
O 

C 


E 

H 
G 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF ST 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 


UOENTS 




f 


D 


e 
9 


66 


100 


100 


100 


66 


100 


66 


100 


100 


100 


57 


10. 1 


0 


14 


86 


75 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1ft 


14 


45 


29 


6.9 


0 


VERNON 


266 


3 


4 


63 


84 


96 


94 


92 


67 


73 


76 


90 


76 


76 


9.5 


10 


17 


75 


66 


10 


1 


1 


11 


21 


56 


21 


8 


5.9 


2 


VOLUNTOHN 


25 


6 


5 


72 


76 


100 


92 


66 


60 


52 


72 


64 


68 


64 


8.5 


20 


4 


76 


65 


20 


4 


6 


20 


8 


24 


28 


6 


5.6 


12 


HALLXN6F0RD 


410 


3 


5 


63 


64 


96 


93 


91 


65 


66 


69 


67 


72 


66 


6.9 


15 


18 


67 


65 


15 


0 


4 


25 


27 


25 


15 


7 


5.4 


4 


HATERBURY 


911 


I 


6 


51 


5V 


64 


77 


69 


61 


41 


56 


60 


40 


38 


6.1 


42 


25 


55 


56 


42 


4 


6 


34 


27 


16 


7 


2 


4.7 


12 


HATERFORO 


162 


4 


4 


80 


62 


92 


91 


86 


85 


75 


75 


66 


71 


70 


6.9 


10 


20 


70 


66 


10 


1 


5 


20 


25 


24 


14 


12 


5.6 




HATERTOHN 


225 


2 


5 


69 


62 


96 


96 


94 


89 


72 


63 


91 


82 


79 


9.5 


2 


14 


64 


71 


2 


0 


2 


15 


26 


25 


25 


11 


5.6 




HESTBROOK 


46 


6 


4 


93 


76 


100 


93 


87 


87 


70 


76 


83 


60 


76 


9.2 


17 


11 


72 


66 


17 


0 


0 


2 


16 


24 


27 


29 


6.6 




MESr HARTFORD 


496 


2 


2 


72 


80 


95 


93 


90 


68 


71 


77 


91 


79 


77 


9.1 


II 


13 


77 


68 


11 


0 


1 


5 


10 


26 


50 


26 


6.6 




¥ZoT HAVEN 


449 


2 


6 


71 


75 


94 


91 


66 


76 


56 


64 


63 


63 


59 


6.2 


14 


20 


66 


64 


14 


4 


6 


50 


32 


19 


6 


2 


4.6 


11 


WESTON 


113 


5 


I 


76 


80 


99 


96 


94 


92 


82 


90 


95 


83 


83 


9.7 


4 


7 


69 


72 


4 


0 


2 


12 


17 


29 


53 


7 


6.0 




HESTPORT 


196 


3 


I 


75 


64 


97 


96 


91 


93 


79 


76 


94 


63 


85 


9.6 


8 


11 


82 


69 


8 


2 


5 


10 


16 


30 


25 


15 


6.9 




METHERSFXELO 


184 


2 


3 


66 


60 


98 


95 


90 


66 


68 


76 


91 


69 


74 


9.2 


7 


16 


78 


68 


7 


1 


0 


5 


6 


15 


59 


55 


6.9 




MXLLINGTON 


43 


5 


4 


63 


67 


93 


98 


64 


61 


74 


79 


91 


70 


72 


6.7 


28 


12 


60 


65 


26 


0 


0 


21 


7 


45 


19 


10 


5.9 




HILTON 


191 


4 


I 


64 


87 


99 


96 


95 


91 


87 


94 


98 


90 


90 


10. 1 


6 


6 


66 


71 


6 


0 


0 


4 


10 


2^ 


59 


25 


6.7 




WINCHESTER 


124 


6 


5 


69 


70 


96 


91 


64 


77 


67 


66 


63 


62 


66 


6.3 


19 


19 


62 


63 


19 


2 


4 


27 


30 


23 




6 


5.2 




HZNDHAH 


198 


6 


6 


61 


56 


87 


84 


70 


73 


51 


55 


60 


57 


55 


7.5 


29 


23 


46 


59 


29 


6 


15 


27 


25 


16 


9 


5 


4.6 


16 


WINDSOR 


3Sd 


2 


4 


62 


77 


95 


67 


85 


d3 


65 


71 


91 


66 


73 


8.5 


15 


16 


66 


64 


15 


1 


3 


17 


29 


27 


17 


7 


5.6 




WINDSOR LOCKS 


102 


4 


5 


90 


76 


91 


92 


93 


82 


69 


7? 


88 


69 


68 


9.0 


8 


19 


74 


67 


6 


0 


2 


18 


29 


56 


10 


5 


5.5 




WOLCOTT 


157 


2 


5 


65 


72 


95 


69 


95 


90 


66 


76 


67 


76 


71 


9.0 


6 


17 


76 


67 


6 


0 


4 


22 


16 


52 


17 


6 


5.6 




WOODSTOCK 


71 


6 


5 


62 


70 


69 


92 


69 


89 


72 


79 


62 


70 


75 


6.7 


15 


18 


66 


65 


15 


1 


7 


27 


25 


20 


15 


4 


5.2 




REG. DIST. NO. 04 


129 


6 


4 


76 


76 


94 


91 


90 


83 


72 


76 


67 


75 


71 


9.0 


8 


11 


81 


68 


8 


1 


1 


12 


25 


55 


22 


8 


5.6 




REG. OXST. NO. 05 


306 


4 


2 


84 


82 


99 


95 


94 


90 


83 


63 


96 


67 


64 


9.8 


4 


9 


87 


71 


4 


0 


2 


12 


26 


24 


24 


10 


5.9 




REG. DIST. NO. 06 


46 


6 


4 


60 


63 


96 


98 


91 


89 


70 


76 


93 


60 


65 


9.4 


4 


24 


72 


66 


4 


2 


4 


24 


51 


29 


7 


2 


5.1 




REG. DIST. NO. 07 


132 


6 


3 


62 


63 


96 


95 


88 


90 


66 


90 


96 


61 


83 


9.7 


4 


S 


91 


71 


4 


1 


3 


17 


15 


59 


20 


5 


5.7 




REG. DIST. NO. 06 


206 


5 


2 


67 


76 


9^ 


85 


63 


77 


72 


68 


63 


68 


67 


8.4 


24 


20 


56 


61 


24 


1 


4 


25 


17 


29 


16 


6 


5.5 


5 


REG. DIST. NO. ID 


169 


5 


5 


80 


79 


97 


96 


93 


92 


80 


67 


96 


63 


76 


9.6 


4 


12 


8S 


69 


4 


1 


1 


10 


24 


27 


26 


11 


6.0 


2 


REG. DIST. NO. II 


48 


6 


4 


63 


74 


96 


67 


87 


87 


'6 


77 


69 


74 


74 


9.0 


17 


15 


66 


65 


17 


0 


4 


8 


25 


25 


15 


25 


6.1 


4 



COMNECTZCtf. HASTERV TESTZNO PMMRAH 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



PA6E * 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 8 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (DRP) 




WRITING 
MECHANICS 


STUDY 
SKILLS 


LISTENINO 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


TOTAL 
LANQUAOE 
ARTS 


WRITING SAMPLE 



TEST DATE: 10/90 




REG. OIST. NO. 12 

REG. DIST. NO. 13 

REG. OIST. NO. 

REG. DIST. NO. 15 

REG. DIST. NO. 16 

REG. DIST. NO. 17 

REG. DIST. NO. 18 



CONNSCTZCUT MASTERY TESTZNO PROCRAM 



STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT 



rA6E 7 



LANGUAGE ARTS 
GRADE 8 



OBJECTIVES TESTED 




DEGREES OF 

READING 
POWER (DRP) 






WRITING 
MECHANICS 


STUDY 
SKILLS 


LISTENING 
COMPREHENSION 


READING 
COMPREHENSION 


TOTAL 
LANGUAGE 
ARTS 


WRITING SAMPLE 





TEST DATE J 10/90 




MASTERY CRITERIA 
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE) 


9/12 


6/8 


11/15 


3/4 


9/2 


3/4 1 


3/4 


12/16 


6/6 


10/14 10/14 
































DISTRICT 


#OF 
STUDENTS 
TESTED 


T 
O 
C 


EI 
R 
G 


SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OP STUDENTS 
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE 






























- 


TOC 1 


TOTAL 


5167 






^9 




60 


73 


68 


58 


42 




60 


39 


35 


6.1 


47 


21 


32 


55 


47 


5 


12 


31 


26 


16 


7 


3 


4.7 


17 


TOC 2 


TOTAL 


6336 






75 




95 


91 


68 


84 


66 


72 




72 


70 


6.6 


13 


17 


70 


65 


13 


1 


3 


10 


22 


24 


19 


12 


5.7 


5 


TOC 5 


TOTAL 


7292 






72 




92 


87 


84 


79 


62 


65 




64 


62 


8.3 


22 


19 


59 


62 


22 


2 


5 


22 


24 


23 


16 


6 


5.4 


7 


TOC ^ 


TOTAL 


611^ 






61 




96 


93 


91 


87 


72 


76 




76 


75 


9.2 


11 


IS 


75 


67 


11 


1 


2 


14 


20 


26 


21 


15 


5.9 


5 


TOC 5 


TOTAL 


3230 






60 




96 


93 


91 


66 


73 


77 




77 


76 


9.2 


11 


15 


74 


66 


11 


1 


2 


15 


22 


27 


21 


12 


5.8 


3 


TOC 6 


TOTAL 


2503 






76 




9<* 


91 


66 


63 


69 


76 




71 


69 


8.6 


15 


17 


69 


65 


15 


1 


4 


17 


22 


26 


19 


11 


5.7 


5 


£R0 1 


TOThL 


1662 






62 




96 


96 


94 


92 


60 


66 




85 


84 


9.7 


7 


10 


84 


69 


7 


1 


2 


11 


16 


28 


25 


15 


6.0 


3 


ER6 2 


TOTAL 


5512 






79 




96 


92 


90 


67 


73 


60 




78 


77 


9.2 


11 


13 


75 


67 


11 


1 


2 


12 


18 


26 


24 


17 


6.0 


3 


ERG 5 


TOTAL 


3355 






60 




96 


93 


90 


87 


72 


76 




75 


72 


9.1 


11 


15 


74 


67 


11 


1 


3 


15 


22 


26 


20 


12 


5.8 


4 


ERG ^ 


TOTAL 


<*73e 






77 




95 


91 


86 


65 


67 


73 




72 


70 


6.6 


14 


17 


69 


65 


14 


1 


3 


17 


22 


26 


19 


12 


5.8 


4 


ERG 5 


TOTAL 


<*oe6 






76 




95 


91 


69 


63 


65 


70 




71 


66 


6.8 


14 


16 


67 


65 


14 


1 


5 


21 


25 


25 


16 


8 


5.5 


5 


FRG 6 


TOTAL 


7771 






66 




69 


6<* 


60 


73 


56 


57 






54 


7.6 


27 


21 


52 


60 


27 


3 


7 


26 


25 


21 


12 


6 


5.2 


10 


ERG 7 


TOTAL 


3^9A 






45 




77 


70 


66 


55 


40 


31 


55 


35 


31 


S.6 


51 


21 


2b 


i3 


51 


4 


12 


31 


27 


16 


7 


3 


4.7 


17 


STATE 


TOTAL 


306^^2 






72 


76 


92 


68 


85 


79 


S3 


66 


62 


66 


64 


6.4 


20 


17 


62 


6a 


20 


2 


5 


20 


23 


24 


17 


10 


5.5 


7 



1 



ERIC 



14 



Appendix J 
Grade Eight Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal 
In Each Content Area 
By District 
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Grade Eight Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal * 
In Each Content Area By District 



DISTRICT 


READING 


WRITINv. 


MATH 


ANSONIA 


63 


31 


37 


ASHFORO 


86 


67 


62 


AVON 


83 


52 


69 


BERLIN 


69 


37 


44 


BETHEL 


72 


43 


52 


BLOONFIELO 


59 


20 


23 


BOLTON 


bj 


55 


66 


60ZRAH 


63 


30 


43 


BRANFORO 


78 


15 


47 


BRIDGEPORT 


31 


7 


11 


BRISTOL 


62 


24 


31 


BROOKFIELD 


81 


28 


61 


BROOKLYN 


57 


24 


30 


CANAAN 


55 


18 


18 


CANTERBURY 


65 


25 


41 


CANTON 


83 


49 


53 


CHESHIRE 


78 


45 


52 


CLINTON 


66 


26 


34 


COLCHESTER 


65 


16 


30 


COLUMBIA 


87 


45 


70 


CORNHALL 


93 


93 


86 


COVENTRY 


73 


30 


36 


CRONHELL 


73 


78 


41 


DAN&URY 


51 


24 


28 


OARIEN 


75 


28 


59 


DERBY 


57 


28 


13 


EASTFORO 


53 


29 


24 


EAST GRANBY 


76 


57 


50 


EAST HAOOAH 


79 


28 


46 


EAST HAHPTON 


72 


23 


42 


EAST HARTFORD 


65 


24 


39 


EAST HAVEN 


61 


10 


29 


EAST LYME 


77 


51 


46 


EASTON 


81 


72 


66 


EAST HINDSOR 


76 


49 


37 


ELLINGTON 


71 


36 


40 


ENFIELD 


65 


31 


41 


FAIRFIELD 


71 


20 


49 


FARHINGTON 


85 


35 


65 


FRANKLIN 


60 


28 


24 


GLASTONBURY 


75 


39 


59 


GRANBY 


84 


46 


56 


GREENHICH 


67 


SI 


48 


GRISWLD 


59 


21 


25 


GROTON 


60 


24 


33 


GUILFORD 


81 


46 


49 


HAHOEN 


63 


31 


39 


HARTFORD 


23 


12 


11 


HARTUND 


80 


40 


4S 



* READING GOAL - 62 DRF UNITS WITH 801 COMPREHENSION 
WRITING GOAL = HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8 
MATH GOAL = 31 OF 36 OBJECTIVES MASTERED 
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Grade Eight Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal * 
In Each Content Area By District 



DISTRICT 


READING 


HRITING 


MATH 


KENT 


86 


51 


31 


KILLINGLY 


54 


22 


36 


LEBANON 


81 


16 


36 


LEDYARO 


67 


SO 


47 


LISBON 


71 


20 


33 


LITCHFIELD 


86 


49 


SO 


MADISON 


81 


49 


65 


MANCHESTER 


62 


18 


35 


MANSFIELD 


76 


64 


64 


MERIDEN 


56 


29 


24 


MIDDLETONN 


48 


24 


27 


MILFORD 


66 


34 


37 


MONROE 


69 


37 


SO 


MONTVILLE 


53 


14 


29 


NAUGATUCK 


56 


25 


35 


NEH BRITAIN 


30 


6 


11 


NEH CANAAN 


77 


43 


59 


NEH FAIRFIELD 


77 


22 


47 


NEH HAVEN 


27 


8 


9 


NEHINGTON 


74 


20 


41 


NEH LONDON 


38 


8 


16 


NEH HILFORO 


69 


51 


42 


NEHTONN 


82 


55 


59 


NORTH BRANFORO 


60 


25 


27 


NORTH CANAAN 


64 


32 


21 


NORTH HAVEN 


71 


29 


44 


NORTH STONINGTON 


75 


30 


39 


NORHAUC 


42 


13 


29 


NORHICH 


55 


17 


23 


OLD SAYBROOK 


75 


26 


44 


OXFORD 


76 


19 


52 


PLAINFIELD 


59 


24 


25 


PLAINVILLE 


68 


29 


46 


PLYMOUTH 


69 


24 


34 


POMFRET 


65 


56 


49 


PORTLAND 


78 


22 


55 


PRESTON 


81 


14 


53 


PUTNAN 


61 


23 


33 


REDDING 


85 


41 


49 


RIDGEFIELO 


89 


25 


77 


ROCKY HILL 


79 


28 


62 


SALEN 


68 


21 


32 


SALISBURY 


76 


64 


43 


SEYMOUR 


69 


17 


32 


SHARON 


83 


57 


30 


SH ELTON 


70 


24 


40 


SHERMAN 


81 


19 


44 


SIMSBURY 


85 


25 


63 


SOMERS 


67 


15 


47 



• READING GOAL - 62 ORP UNITS WITH 80X COMPREHENSION 
WRITING GOAL = HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8 
MATH GOAL - 31 OF 36 OBJECTIVES MASTERED 



Grade Eight Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal * 
In Each Content Area By District 



DISTRICT 

SOUTHINGTON 

SOUTH HINUSOR 

SPRAGUE 

STAFFORD 

STAMFORD 

STERLING 

STONINGTON 

STRATFORD 

SUFFIELD 

THOMASTON 

THOMPSON 

TOLLAND 

TORRINGTON 

TRUMBULL 

UNION 

VERNON 

VOLUNTOHN 

HALLINGFQRD 

HATER6URY 

MATERFORD 

HATERTOHN 

HEST6R00K 

HEST HARTFORD 

HEST HAVEN 

HESTON 

HESTPORT 

HETHERSFIELO 

HILLINGTON 

HILTON 

HINCHESTER 

HINDHAM 

HINOSOR 

HINDSOR LOCKS 

HOLCOTT 

HOOOSTOCK 

REGIONAL DIST 4 

REGIONAL DIST 5 

REGIONAL DIST 6 

REGIONAL DIST 7 

REGIONAL DIST 8 

REGIONAL DIST 10 

REGIONAL DIST 11 

REGIONAL DIST 12 

REGIONAL DIST 13 

REGIONAL DIST 14 

REGIONAL DIST 15 

REGIONAL DIST 16 

REGIONAL DIST 17 

REGIONAL DIST 18 



READInG 


UDT TT 


MATH 


72 


jD 


He 




CO 


JO 


45 


1 1 
1 J 




69 






A Ci 

48 


1 r 


cQ 


A 1 

47 


1 A 
1 Q 


C 1 


60 


1 Q 
lo 




66 




*^7 


78 


AO 




56 


JO 


C 1 


67 


ji 




79 






65 


11 

«3 1 




76 


1A 




86 


71 
/ 1 


71 


71 


00 


dO 


73 


OC 


1R 
JO 


66 


OO 

22 


J9 


*9 A 

34 


o 
o 


in 


70 


07 


dO 
He 


A A 

84 


04 


d7 


70 


CO 


DQ 


11 


R7 


93 




O 


07 
J/ 


89 


hU 


O 1 


82 


OQ 

Jo 


37 


11 


70 


30 


60 


Ofl 
CO 


3 1 




0 J 


7? 
/ c 


62 


1 A 


Cj 


A 1 


1 J 


1 Q 


66 


OA 
CH 


do 


^ A 

74 




Sd 
34 


lb 


OA 


d1 
4 J 


66 


OA 


Jc 


81 


00 


3 J 


87 




^7 
3 / 


72 


n 

y 


17 
J / 


91 


0 c: 
CD 


33 


56 


0 0 


10 
Jc 


83 


O / 


d7 
4 / 


0/ 


AA 


4U 


/y 




11 


71 


24 


23 


66 


28 


42 


76 


36 


52 


59 


20 


24 


73 


26 


35 


77 


28 


39 



* READING GOAL 
WRITING GOAL 
MATH GOAL 



62 ORP UNITS WITH 801 COMPREHENSION 
HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8 
31 OF 36 OBJECTIVES MASTERED 
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Grade Eight Connecticut Mastery Test 
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal * 
In Each Content Area By TOC 





READING 


HRITING 


MATH 


TOC 1 TOTAL 


31 


10 


13 


TOC 2 TOTAL 


70 


30 


44 


TOC 3 TOTAL 


58 


24 


32 


TOC 4 TOTAL 


74 


36 


49 


TOC 5 TOTAL 


75 


32 


47 


TOC 6 TOTAL 


67 


30 


37 




OA 

84 


38 


64 


ERG 2 TOTAL 


75 


40 


51 


ERG 3 TOTAL 


73 


32 


43 


ERG 4 TOTAL 


69 


31 


41 


ERG 5 TOTAL 


67 


24 


38 


ERG 6 TOTAL 


51 


18 


26 


ERG 7 TOTAL 


27 


10 


10 


STATE TOTAL 


61 


26 


36 



READING GOAL - 62 ORP UNITS HITH 801 COMPREHENSION 
HRITING GOAL - HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8 
MATH GOAL - 31 OF 36 OBJECTIVES MASTERED 
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Type of Community Classifications 
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Type of Community 



TOC 1 - LARGE CITY - a town with a population of more than 100,000. 

TOC 2 - FRINGE CITY - a town contiguous with a large city, and with a 
population over 10,000. 

TOC 3 - MEDIUM CITY - a town with a population between 25,000 and 100,000 and 
not a Fringe City. 

TOC 4 - SMALL TOWN (Suburban) - a town within an SMSA* with a population of 
less than 25,000, not a Fringe City. 

TOC 5 - SMALL TOWN (Emerging Suburban) - a town with a population of less than 
25,000 Included In what was a proposed 1980 SMSA but not Included In a 
1970 SMSA. 

TOC 6 - SMALL TOWN (Rural) - a town not Included In an SMSA. with a population 
of less than 25,000. 



*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 
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Education Reference Group Descriptions 

The education reference groups were formed from an analysis of districts' 
median family Income, a percentage of high school graduates, a percentage of 
those in managerial /professional occupations, a percentage of slngl e-paront 
families, a percentage of those below poverty and a percentage of non-English 
home language from the 1980 census. The groups have not been named, but have 
been labeled I through VII. Note, however, that the groups run from extremely 
affluent suburban communities (I) to our three largest cities of Hartford, 
Bridgeport and New Haven (VII). Some differ widely with respect to all of the 
family background variables; others differ slightly with respect to one or 
two In addition to the six variables used to classify districts, the group 
descriptions below also Include superintendents' comments that were provided 
in a Department survey In 1988. 

Group I. These 13 districts were wealthy, professional suburbs. The median 
family Income in 1979 averaged $40,425. Residents were extr'jmely well 
educated. Nearly 90% had at least a high school diploma, 42'X had a bache or s 
degree and 49% had a managerial or professional job. There were relat yely 
few children with educational disadvantages here. Only It of the families 
were single-parent, about 8% spoke a language other than English at home and 
almost no one (2%) lived in poverty. Superintendents within these towns used 
the adjectives "suburban," "affluent," "growing" and "bedroom community to 
describe them. 

Group I!. Residents in the 29 districts of Group II were affluent, 
well-educated professionals, but to a lesser extent than residents of 
Group I. The median family income averaged $28,113, more than 83% of the 
residents had high school diplomas, 29% had a college degree and 36% had a 
managerial or professional job. Like Group I, this group had a low percentage 
of people who spoke another language at home (8%), almost no one in poverty 
(2%) and relatively few single-parent families (9%). Like the superintendents 
in Group I, superintendents from these towns described their communities as 
"affluent," "bedroom communities," "growing" and "suburban." 

Group III. These 34 districts were mostly rural bedroom communities. Like 
Groups I and II, these towns did not have many disadvantaged children. There 
were only 7% who spoke a language other than English at home, only 7% who were 
from single-parent families and only 3% who were poor. Adults were slightly 
less affluent (median family Income of $24,431), less likely to have a high 
school diploma (77%) and less likely to have a managerial or professional job 
(28%) than people in Group II. Like the previous two groups, these towns were 
described by superintendents as "suburban," "growing" and "bedroom 
communities." Several superintendents used "rural" and "middle cla;:" (as 
well as "affluent") to describe their communities. 
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Group IV. This group of 37 districts was probably the most diverse set of 
towns, containing a number of coastal and resort communities, as well as rural 
and suburban areas. Group IV was similiar to Group III in median family 
income ($22,609), percentage of high school graduates (77%), percentage of 
managers/professionals (29%) and percentage of non-English home language at), 
but had a significantly higher percentage of single-parent families 
(]2% versus 71) and a slightly higher percentage of families below poverty 
(5% versus 3%). Superintendents' descriptions reflect this group's 
diversity. They describe their towns as "bedroom," "growing," "rural," 
"suburban," "middle income" and "affluent." 

Group V. These 30 districts made up the first group of working class/blue 
collar communities. This group had a significantly lower percentage of high 
school graduates (68%) and percentage of managers/professionals (19%) than 
Group IV. Other characterisi tics were similar to Group IV: the average income 
was $21,920, there were 11% single-parent families, 5% below poverty and 9% of 
the population spoke a language other than English at home. 

Group VI. This group of 23 districts included the ♦'tate's medium-sized 
cities, the larger cities of Stamford and Waterbury, several former mill towns 
and some densely populated blue collar suburbs. Group VI had similar 
socioeconomic characteristics as Group V, but significantly greater 
proportions of single-parent families and families in which English was not 
the primary home language. The median family income of $20,325 was below the 
state average. An average of 16% of the residents spoke another language at 
home, and 17% of the families were headed by single parents. Only 63% of the 
residents had high school diplomas, e-^d 6% lived below poverty level. 

Group VII. Hartford, Bridgeport and New Haven were vastly different from 
other communities in Connecticut. An average of 28% of the families spoke a 
language other than English, 46% were headed by single parents, 20% lived in 
poverty and the median family income was $15,240. 
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PARTICIPATION RATES FOR EIGHTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1990-1991 





TOTAL 


STUDENTS 


PERCENT or STUDENT 




EIGHTH-GRAOi: 


ELIGIBLE 


POP EXEMPT 


DISTRICT 


POPULATION 


FOR TESTING 


FROM TESTING 


ANSON 1 A 


147 


131 


10.9 


ASHFORD 


51 


42 


17.6 


AVON 


162 


162 


.0 


BERLIN 


171 


162 


5.3 


BETHEL 


223 


216 


3 , 1 


BLOOMFIELD 


196 


187 


5.6 


BOLTON 


57 


56 


1.8 


BOZRAH 


30 


30 


.0 


BRANFORD 


220 


217 


1.4 


BRIDGEPORT 


1,196 


1,130 


5.5 


BRISTOL 


557 


516 


7.4 


BROOKFIELD 


195 


192 


1.5 


BROOKLYN 


91 


89 


2.2 


CANAAN 


1 1 


1 1 


.0 


CANTERBURY 


75 


71 


5.3 


CANTON 


90 


88 


2.2 


CHESHIRE 


279 


277 


.7 


CLINTON 


147 


141 


4.1 


COLCHESTER 


114 


109 


4.4 


COLUMBIA 


47 


47 


.0 


CORNWALL 


16 


14 


12.5 


COVENTRY 


108 


98 


9.3 


CROMWELL 


109 


106 


2.8 


DANBURV 


625 


565 


9.6 


DARIEN 


163 


163 


.0 


DERBY 


95 


83 


12.6 


EASTFORD 


18 


17 


5.6 


EAST GRANBY 


46 


46 


.0 


EAST HADDAM 


79 


72 


8.9 


EAST HAMPTON 


141 


137 


2.8 


EAST HARTFORD 


407 


360 


11.5 


EAST HAVEN 


194 


173 


10 . 8 


EAST LYME 


157 


157 


.0 


EASTON 


64 


64 


.0 


EAST WINDSOR 


77 


71 


7.8 


ELLINGTON 


153 


146 


4.6 


ENFIELD 


474 


453 


4.4 


FAIRFIELD 


442 


432 


2.3 


FARMtNGTON 


210 


20 1 


4.3 


FRANKLIN 


25 


25 


.0 


GLASTONBURY 


328 


323 


1.5 


GRANBY 


112 


110 


1.8 


GREENWICH 


475 


432 


9. 1 


GRISWOLD 


123 


117 


4.9 


GROTON 


441 


429 


2.7 


GUILFORD 


248 


243 


2.0 


HAMOEN 


336 


343 


3.7 


HARTFORD 


1,607 


1,376 


14.4 


HARTLAND 


21 


20 


4.8 


KENT 


35 


35 


.0 


KILLINGLY 


209 


199 


4.8 


LEBANON 


77 


69 


10.4 . 


LEDYARD 


220 


214 


2.7 




PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 



MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READING 



94.7 


97.7 


95 


4 


96.2 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


97.6 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


98.8 


98.8 


99.4 


99.4 


98.6 


98.6 


99.1 


98. 1 


100.0 


99.5 


99.5 


99.5 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100 .0 


100.0 


100.0 


99 


.5 


100.0 


99.2 


99. 1 


95 


.5 


97.4 


100.0 


100.0 


99 


.8 


99.8 


100 0 


100.0 


92 


.7 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


97.2 


98.6 


98 


.6 


98.6 


98.9 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.3 


99 


.6 


99.6 


99.3 


100.0 


99 


.3 


99.3 


99. 1 


99. 1 


99 


. 1 


99. 1 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


.0 


100.0 


92.9 


100.0 


92 


.9 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99 


.0 


99.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100, 


.0 


99. 1 


98.2 


98.8 


95 


.6 


98.2 


100.0 


100.0 


98, 


.8 


100.0 


98.8 


98.8 


98 


.8 


98.8 


100.0 


94. 1 


88. 


.2 


10O.0 


100.0 


97.8 


95, 


.7 


97.8 


100.0 


98.6 


94. 


.4 


97.2 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.2 


96. 


.9 


96.9 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 


.0 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 


100. 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 


,0 


100.0 


99.3 


99.3 


99. 


,3 


99.3 


98.0 


97.4 


97. 


4 


97.6 


100.0 


99.3 


99, 


1 


98.4 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 


0 


99 . 5 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 


0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.4 


99.1 


99.1 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.3 


99.5 


98. 


1 


98.6 


100.0 


100.0 


100 


0 


99.1 


99.8 


99.8 


99.5 


99.3 


100.0 


99.6 


94.7 


99.6 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.1 


97.8 


96.0 


96. 


1 


96.9 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 


0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 


0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99. 


5 


99.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98. 


6 


98.6 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 


0 


100.0 



PARTICIPATION RATES FOR EIGHTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1990-1991 



DISTRICT 

LISBON 

LITCHFIELD 

MADISON 

MANCHESTER 

MANSF I ELD 

MERIDEN 

MIDDLETOWN 

MILFORD 

MONROE 

MONTVILLE 

NAUGATUCK 

NEW BRITAIN 

NEW CANAAN 

NEW FAIRFIELD 

NEW HAVEN 

NEWINGTON 

NEW LONDON 

NEW MILFORD 

NEWTOWN 

NORTH BRANFORD 

NORTH CANAAN 

NORTH HAVEN 

NORTH ST0NIN6TON 

NORWALK 

NORWICH 

OLD SAYBROOK 

OXFORD 

PLAINS ELD 

PLAIKrlL.LE 

PLYMOUTH 

POMFRET 

PORTLAND 

PRESTON 

PUTNAM 

REDDING 

RIDGEFIELD 

ROCKY HILL 

SALEM 

SALISBURY 

SEYMOUR 

SHARON 

SHELTON 

SHERMAN 

SIMSBURY 

SOMERS 

SOUTH I NGTON 

SOUTH WINDSOR 

SPRA6UE 

STAFFORD 

STAMFORD 

STERLING 

STONINGTON 

STRATFORD 



TOTAL 
EIGHTH-GRADE 
POPULATION 

53 

80 
202 
449 
117 
633 
308 
454 
252 
217 
332 
484 
195 
165 
1.205 
247 
230 
314 
235 
162 

30 
199 

72 
690 
391 

94 
119 
208 
164 
150 

44 

92 

60 
120 

96 
224 
153 

43 

26 
146 

28 
368 

16 
296 

99 
467 
291 

31 
12? 
816 

45 
144 
450 



STUDENTS 
ELIGIBLE 
FOR TESTING 

49 

76 
199 
445 
112 
605 
?96 
437 
244 
215 
300 
418 
191 
164 
1,023 
241 
207 
308 
225 
157 

28 
194 

71 
640 
383 

93 
113 
206 
153 
143 

43 

86 

56 
114 

96 
222 
145 

38 

25 
133 

23 
353 

16 
289 

96 
448 
288 

31 
102 
759 

43 
133 
427 



PERCENT OF STUDENT 
POP EXEMPT 
FROM TESTING 

7.5 
5.0 
1.5 

.9 
4.3 
4.4 
3.9 
3.7 
3.2 

.9 
9.6 
13.6 
2.1 

.6 
15.1 
2.4 
10.0 
1.9 
4.3 
3.1 
6.7 
2.5 
1-4 
7.2 
2.0 
1.1 
5.0 
1.0 
6.7 
4.7 
2.3 
6.5 
3.3 
5.0 

.0 

.9 
5.2 
11.6 
3.8 
8.9 
17.9 
4.1 

.0 
2.4 
3.0 
4.1 
1.0 

.0 
15.7 
7.0 
4.4 
7.6 
5.1 



PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 



MATHEMATICS 


LANGUAGE ARTS 


WRITING 


READ II 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.7 


98.7 


98.7 


98.7 


99.0 


99.0 


99.0 


99.0 


99.6 


99.3 


98.9 


99.3 


99. 1 


99.1 


99.1 


99.1 


98.8 


99.0 


98.3 


98.0 


99.7 


99.7 


99.7 


100.0 


99.3 


99.3 


9b A 


99.3 


100.0 


100.0 


98.4 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.1 


99.5 


99.0 


99.0 


99.3 


97.7 


97. 1 


96.9 


94.5 


94.3 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.8 


97.6 


97.6 


97.0 


98.7 


98.8 


93.5 


94.0 


100.0 


99.6 


99.2 


99.2 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.5 


100.0 


100.0 


99.4 


99.7 


99.6 


100.0 


99.5 


99.6 


100.0 


100.0 


100. C 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.5 


99.5 


98.5 


99.5 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.9 


98.4 


96.3 


97.2 


99.5 


99.7 


97.9 


99.5 


98.9 


100.0 


98.9 


98.9 


100.0 


99.1 


96.5 


98.2 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.0 


99.3 


98.7 


99.3 


98.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.3 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99. 1 


99.1 


99.1 


99.0 


99.0 


99.0 


99.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.5 


99.3 


99.3 


99.3 


98.6 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


96.0 


96.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.2 


99.4 


99.2 


99.2 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


98.6 


98.3 


98.3 


99.0 


99.0 


99.0 


99.0 


99.6 


99.6 


99.6 


99.6 


99.3 


99.3 


99.0 


99.3 


100.0 


100.0 


96.8 


100.0 


99.0 


97.1 


96.1 


96.1 


99.3 


99.9 


96.6 


99.1 


97.7 


97.7 


97.7 


97.7 


100.0 


100.0 


99.2 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.5 


100.0 
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PARTICIF'ATION RATES FOR EIGHTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1990-1991 



TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 
EIGHTH-GRADE ELIGIBLE POP EXEMPT 



DISTRICT 




rOPULAT 1 UN 


rnp TTQT 1 iifi 
r Un 1 Lo 1 1 Nu 


r nUM 1 1 1 flu 




LANGUAGE ARTS 


WRITING 


READI NG 


SUfFIELD 




lUb 


mil 


1 Q 
1 • 7 


1 QQ Q 


100 . 0 


100.0 


100.0 


THOMASTON 




77 


f f 


n 


inn n 


100 . 0 


98.7 


100.0 


THOMPSON 




1 


7 f 


ii Q 

H . 7 


QQ n 
77 • w 


100 . 0 


100.0 


100.0 


TOLLAND 




152 


1 50 


n Q 


inn 0 


100.0 


100 . 0 


100 . 0 


TORRINGTON 




2oH 




7 7 


inn n 


97 7 


96.6 


96.9 


TRUMBULL 




O li K 

o4!) 




n 


QQ 7 
77 • » 


100.0 


99 .7 


99.7 


UNION 




7 


f 


n 


1 nn n 


inn n 


iOO . 0 


100.0 


VERNON 




O O Q 
277 


20 f 


ii n 
H . u 


QQ 3 
77 • 0 


99 3 


98.6 


97.9 


VOLUNTOWN 






&D 


7 n 

r • i 


inn n 


96 • 2 


96.2 


96.2 


WALLINGFORD 




mo 


P • 7 


QQ n 

77 • U 


99 3 


97.8 


99.0 


WATERBURY 




o o o 

998 


717 


7 Q 
f • 7 


QQ 1 

77 • • 


QA Q 

7w . 7 


98 .7 


98.5 


WATER FORD 




1 DO 


102 


9 ii 


inn n 


100.0 


100 . 0 


100.0 


WATERTOWN 




270 


22? 


in n 


QQ A 
77 • Q 


inn n 


99 .6 


99.6 


WESTBROOK 




■♦9 


ilT 


ii 1 


Q7 Q 
7 r . 7 


QT Q 
71.7 


95.7 


97.9 


WEST 


HARTFORD 


c nil 
5 T* 




0 . 7 


inn n 


inn n 


99 .8 


100.0 


WEST 


HAVEN 






*02 


n n n 


QQ (\ 
77 • 0 


QQ 1 

7^7 ♦ • 


96 .9 


98.7 


WESTON 




n nil 


1 1 0 


Q 
• 7 


inn n 


inn 0 


100 . 0 


100.0 


WESTPORT 




o n D 
ZUO 


I7O 




QQ Q 
77 • 


QQ S 
7 7 • ^ 


99 .5 


100 . 0 


WETHERSFIELO 


n Q A 

iyo 


i All 


^ 1 
D . 1 


inn ri 


98 Q 

79 . 7 


98.4 


98.9 


WILLI NGTON 




Jl Jl 


lift 


^ . 0 


07 7 
7 r . r 


inn n 


97 . 7 


100. 0 


WILTON 




i93 


• 7 1 


1 n 


inn n 


inn n 


100.0 


100 . 0 


WINCHESTER 




133 


1 9f\ 
1 2p 


^ n 
0 . u 


QQ 9 
77 . 


QQ 9 
77 . ^ 


99 2 
77.^ 


99. 2 


WINDHAM 




1 o n 
23U 


on 1 
2U 1 


12.0 


QQ n 

77 . U 


QA S 


97 . 0 


97 . 5 


WINDSOR 




o Jt n 
340 


3oo 


. D 


1 nn (\ 


inn 0 


99 .7 


99 .7 


WINDSOR LOCKS 


1 Ud 


n no 
IU2 


9 A 


inn n 


inn n 


100 . 0 


100 . 0 


WOLCOTT 




157 


157 


n 


QQ ii 
77 • H 


ino n 


100.0 


100 . 0 


WOODSTOCK 




73 


f 1 


2 . / 


inn n 
1 u u . u 


inn n 

1 u u . u 


100.0 


100.0 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 04 


l3U 


100 
i2y 


A 


1 nn n 


inn n 

1 u u . u 


100.0 


99 2 
77.* 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 03 


^ in 

«> i u 




1 3 


100.0 


100.0 


^9.7 


99.7 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 06 


55 


16 


16.4 


100.0 


100.0 


97.8 


100.0 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 07 


144 


132 


8.3 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 06 


207 


207 


.0 


99.5 


99.5 


99.0 


99.5 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 10 


184 


169 


8.2 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 11 


56 


46 


14.3 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


97.9 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 12 


66 


63 


4.5 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 13 


99 


99 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 14 


97 


93 


4.1 


95.7 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 15 


239 


231 


3.3 


98.3 


97.8 


94.8 


98.3 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 16 


148 


1<»8 


.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 17 


167 


160 


4.2 


100.0 


100.0 


97.4 


100.0 


REG. 


DIST. 


NO. 18 


112 


109 


2.7 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


99.1 



PARTI CI PAT I DN RATES FOR EIGHTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 
SCHOOL YEAR 1990-1991 



TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED 



DISTRICT 


EIGHTH-GRADE 
POPULATION 


ELIGIBLE 
FOR TESTING 


POP EXEMPT 
FROM TESTING 


MATHEMATICS 


LANGUAGE ARTS 


WRITING 


READING 


TOC 1 TOTAL 


3,822 


5,207 


10.6 


98.8 


98.8 


96.0 


97. 1 


TOC 2 TOTAL 


6,69D 


6,330 


5.1 


99.8 


99.6 


99.0 


99.2 


1 4 TOTAL 


7 , o0 1 


7 ,353 


5.7 


99. 1 


99.0 


98.0 


98.5 


TOC k TOTAL 


6,311 


6,137 


2.8 


99.7 


99.6 


98.8 


99.4 


TOC 5 TOTAL 


3,367 


3,242 


3.7 


99.4 


99.6 


99.0 


99.3 


TOC 6 TOTAL 


2,670 


2,31'« 


3.8 


99.6 


99.5 


99. 1 


99. 1 


ERG 1 TOTAL 


1,715 


1,687 


1.6 


99.9 


99.6 


99.5 


)9.6 


ERG 2 TOTAL 


5,671 


5,526 


2.6 


99.7 


99.6 


98.8 


99.4 


ERG 3 TOTAL 


3,513 


3,370 


1 


99.5 


99.4 


98.9 


99.4 


ERG k TOTAL 


<(,930 


'♦,751 


3.6 


99.6 


99.6 


99.2 


99.2 


ERG 5 TOTAL 




'♦,110 


5.^* 


99.5 


99.4 


99.0 


99.3 


ERG 6 TOTAL 


8,063 


7,630 


2.9 


99. 1 


99. 1 


97.7 


98.2 


ERG 7 TOTAL 


3,762 


3,529 


6.2 


98.5 


98.6 


95.2 


96.3 


STATE TOTAL 


32,661 


30,803 


5.7 


99.4 


99.3 


98.2 


98.7 
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Connecticut State 
Department of Education 



Program and Support Services 

Robert 1. Margolin, Acting Deputy Commissioner 

Division of Research^ Evaluation and Student Assessment 

Douglas A. Rindone, Acting Director 

Bureau of Evaluation and Student Assessment 

Peter Behuniak, Acting Chief 

Student Assessment and Testing Unit 

William J. Congero, Acting Coordinator 

Ricliard Cloud 

Naomi Wise 
Education Service Specialists 

Patricia Brandt 
John B. Rogers 
Education Service Assistants 

Richard F. Mooiiey, Senior Program Associate 

Stephen Martin, Assessment Associate 

Division of Curriculum and 
Professional Development 

Betty Sternberg, Director 

Steven Leinwand 
Mari Muri 
Mathematics Consultants 

Karen (lostello 
Reading/Language Arts Consultant 



h is the policy of the Connectit ut State Board ofEduration that no person shall hv excluded 
troni pariiripation in, denied the benefits of, or otherwise discriminated against under any 
program, inchiding employment, because of race, color, religion, sex, age! national origin, 
ancestry, marital status, mental retardation, mental or physical disability, including, but not 
limited to blindness. 
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